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PREFACE

411

4

In 1980, the Department of Education [ED] contracted with

Advanced Technology, Inc. to conduct a national study of school

district practices since 1978 for operating programs under

of the Elementary and-Secondary EducationAct [ESEA].
'et

This Study, "A DesCription (DT District/Practices since 1978 under
V

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education/Act of 1965,4'

is commonly referred to as theTitle I'District Practices Study.

One goa, f this study was to describe how local districts
, .

operated 13rojects'funded by Title I, ESEj1 in the 1981-82 school

year. A second, related goal. was to document local educators'

rationales for their program- decisions, their" perceptions'of the

problets and benefits of requirement's contained in the 1978

Title Amendments, and their assessments of the expected effects

of\Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act

a
[ECIA] on school districts' operatioi of Title I projects. The

study peas designed specifically to draw cross-time comparisons

with the findings ofthe Compensatory Education Study conducted

by the,National Institute of Education [NIE] and to provide base-
.,

line data for subsequent analyses of the administration of Chapii

ter 1, ECIA.

During` tie planning ypar for this project (Phase't), rele
.

vant background.materials were reviewed, an advisory paiel was

formed, the study's research questions were refined, districts

were selected for the stOdy's four samples, data collectionselected

xix
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instruments were designed and approved, and a detailed analysis

'plan was preplared. Thissummary report arid eight special reports

. (see ii) .present the'. finding's from -,the datitgoilection and-

analysis phase of the study (Phase I). These reports synthesize

data collected from a mail questionnaire .sene to Title I Direc- °
- '

k
A .

tors in more than 2,000 randomly selected school didrtricts,

structured interviews and document reviewsin NO nationally.

repiesentlative*Title I districts, and indepth case studies in 40

specially selected Title I districts:

During Phase III, detailed descriptions of 6olutions-. to sev-

eral types of.problemsfaced ley local school offidials operating.

Chapter 1,':'ECIA programs will be devIloPied. These technical

assistance materials wi l'focus on describirip useful strategies

for serving nonpublic an secondary school students, designing

inclass projects, and using tdachei judgment scales in combi-

nation with objective data sources for making student selection

determinations. These descriptions will .be presented in a .

separate document, scheduled for completion by September 1983.

To meet the objectives of Phases I and II of the study,

;'Special project staff was assembled within Advanced Technology's

Social Sciences Division. That staff, housed in the Division's

'Pregram. valuation Operations Center, oversaw the study design,

data collection and processing, data analysis', and report prepa-

ration.

The summary report reflects the efforts of any staff mem-.

bers,.contractors, consultants, advisory panel bers, and
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,j

officials from the U.S. Department of ,gducation. Special credit

goes J. Ward Keeling for coauthoring Chaptar 1, which prO-

vides an, overview of, the study's fipdings,. and writingChapter 7

op parental involvement in/local Title ,programs; to Ri'ehard

Jui3g for coauthoring Cliapter 1 and authoring Chapter 10 on hon-
.

public school students' participation in -the program; to Victor

Rezmovic for writing Chapter 2, which describes the project's

study design, and Chapter 3,which provides a profile of the

Title I program at the school district level; to.Michael Gaffney.

and Daniel'Schember for writing Chapters 4 and 5 on school and

student selection, for contributions to Chapter 6 on the project
6

designs and staffing patternsof.local Title I programs, and for

authoring ChaptNis 8 and 9 on the local administration f the

program's fkical requiiements and the interaction-of_sch ol dis-

trict official6 with state education agency officials; to Maryann

McKay and Joan Mcige for contributions to Chapter6; and to
O

Richard Apling for authoring Chapter 11 on school districts'

evaluatiod of Title .I projects. Kimberly Cunningham and Maxine

Rivers oversaw the graphicp, quality control, and other produc-
..

tion aspects of this summary report.

Eugene. Tucker, one of the study's Project Officers, provided

guidance fok the completion of tasks associated with development.

of this final report. The suggestions,, of the study's Advisory

Panel and helpful critiques provided joy individuals from the

Title I program office, especially William Lobosco and .Thomas

Enderlein, areralso reflected in this report.

xxi
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Memberof Advanced Technology's analytic, management; and

production staff who contributed to the completion of this and

clher reports for Phases I and II.are too numerous to list, as
111.

are the state and local. officials who Cooperated with this study.

Without our mentioning their names, they should know their con-

tributions have been recognized and.truly appreciated.

..

Ted Bartell, Project Director
Title I District Practices Study

Richard Jung, Deputy Project Director
Title I District Practices Study
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CHAPTER 1

HIGHLIGHTS

INTRODUCTION A

The Title I District Practices Study dbcuments how local;

school districts operated projects funded by Title I of the,

Elementary'and Secondary Education. Act. It also describes local

educators' rationales for their program decisions and their
4.

perceptions of the problems, and-benefits of the requirements

-contained in the 1978 Title I Amendments.

The study was originally conceived to inform the 1982-83

reauthorization hearings for Title I. It was to compare the

local operation of the program under the legal framework estab-

lished in the 1978 Title I statute with earlier descriptions bf

the program's implementation, especially those documented in the

Compensatory Education Study conducted by the National Institute

of Education in -the 1976-77 school year. The passage of Chap-
,

ter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act in the

summer of 1981, however, precipitated a refocusing of the study's

objectives.

While Chapter 1 maintains the Title I goal of providing

"financial assistance to state and lodal agencies to meet the

special needs of'educationally deprived children," Congress

intended that under Chapter 1, the program be implemented "in a

manner which will eliminate burdensome, unnecessary, and unpro-

ductive paperwork and free the schools of unnecessary Federal

supervision, direction, and control." Some of Chapter l's



-
,provisions pert6ining to the locl operation of the program, such

as those for nonpublic school student participation,,remain

'essentially unchanged. Others, however, such as those governing

selection of eligible and participating schools and students,

application procedures, as well as certain funds allocAtion and

evaluation requirements, are substantially Changed. Still other

Title I provisions, such lips those pertaining to parent advisory

councils [PACs], ire completely. eliminated by the Chapter 1 .

legislation.*

Accordingly, the design of this study was refined to collect ,

three types of information: descriptions of current district

practices; retrospective data' for cross-time comparisons; and

prospective information about the anticipated effects of the new

legislation. -

The District Practices Study used a complementary set of

three data collection strategies to cross-validate findings:

A mail questionnaire sent to Title I Directors in over
2,000 nationally representative school districts

Structured interviews and docu t reviews in 100
nationally representative Title I districts

Case studies in 40 specially selected districts to

examine more closely the interactions between school
and district-level staff responsible for implementing
state and Federal categorical programs, and to study
in-depth Title I services to nonpublic school studentS

*However, the conference report accompanying Chapter i states

that "it is an option of the local educational agencies to con-
tinue using PACs to comply with the consultation requirement"
(p. 748).

26
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These three data collection efforts were undertaken from

the late fall to early spring of the 1981-82 school year. This

was a time of some uncertainty in many school districts. Many

respondents, particularly in small districts, were unfamiliar

with the specific legislative changes of Chapter 1. Most dis-

tricts were anticipating guidance frorr state and Federal °fn.-

2.

A

cials to assist them ih understanding the implications of this

new law in planning for their 1982-83'schooLyear programs. Many

districts also were anticipating funding cuts for the first time

in their Title I programs.

REPORTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

The findings from the Title I District' Practices Study are

reported in two ways: (1) this resource book, which covers a

wide range of topics in the administration of Title I projects,

and (2) a series of seven special reports that examine particular

topics in greater depth. (The titles of the special reports are

- listed on page 13.).

This resource book is intended to serve a wide range of

readers. It contains information on several topics of 'concern to

administrators of federally funded programs and to policymakers

who shape the legislation and regulations that guide the

implementation of such programs. To enhance the utility of the

document, we have ,taken certain steps to make the information

more accessible. Each chapter begins with a page,of highlighted

findings, organized under the research questions that guided the

inquiry in 9.at area. This page i6 printed on a different color

paper tonake it easy to access.
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The Highlights chapter of this report is also printed on a

different color of paper to distinguish it from the body of the

report. Id. contains four major sections: an introduction to the

study, a description of the reports from the study, a synopsis of

the findings from the study, anda topical index to, assist the,

reader in finding information about subjects of interest that may

appear in more than one of the subsequent chapters.

SYNOPSIS OF STUDY FINDINGS

The findings presented here are organized under the headifigs

of the chapters that appear later in the volume. This synopsis

is highly conderised and omits'many nuances that may be important

to particular interpretations: The reader is encouraged to pur-

sue topics of interest in greater depth in the relevant chapters

of this volume or in the special reports. The topical index may

also be helpful in locating information about related findings

that would also influence 'interpretations.
4

Profile.of Title I

To provide a context for% findings about the management prac7,

ires 6f districts implementing Title I,projects, the 'study

gathered information on the ecope and nature of the services

provided to Title I students and the administrative activities of

project staff.

Scope of Services

During the 1.981-82 school year, more than 90 percent of the

nation's school distrigts operated itle I projects, and. an
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estimated 4.8 million students (including neglected or delinquent_

and nonpublic students) received Title I services. Since the

1979-80 school year, there has been a decline of 12 percent in

the number of served students which probably results from both

declining enrollments and the shrinking purchasing power of level

funding for the program in a time of severe inflation.

Nature of Services

Nearly all of these projects provided services in reading

and two-thirds reported that they provided services in mathe-

ma 'cics. Nearly three; ourths of the students served were in

grades .1 through 6. inety-two percent of the districts used

pullout designs, while 30 percent employed inclasS models.

Local Administration

Nearly three-quartees.of th 'districts with Title I projects

have a totakenrollment of fewer than 2,500 students. These dis-

tricts rare4 have more than one administrator for the program,

and nearly three-quarters of them repor ted that administration-of

their Title I projects required less than 26 'percent of their

time.

Administrative Burden

Title I Directors reported that one-fourth'of their adminis-

trative time was spent o preparing applications or reports and

an equal amount of time was spent on managing or supervising the

instructional program. They generally felt that Federal require-

ments regarding evaluation and student selection were necessary

to achieve the program goals but that they also created adminis-
-t

trative burdens. On the other hand, therfound that requirements

1-5 29.



for documenting comparability and, for parental involvement were

both unnecessary and burdensome.

School Selection and Targeting

Under Title I, a school district generally was required to

use its Title I funds only in "school attendance areal having

-

ia
44 .

r high concentrations of children from low-income families."

Furthermore, district were usually requited to rank attendance

areas by poverty concentration, using the best available poverty.

N.:aro

measure(s), and serve these areas in order from highest to

lowest. Chapter 1 of ECIA altered thes# requirements somewhat,

and district officials were asked to comment on the changes that

might result.,

Method of School Selection

In nearly'three-fourths of-the districts with Title I pro-.

iects, servin's were offered in all eligible schools. Eligi-

bility was most often determined by the couat'of free or reduced

#

price lunches taken at each school: However', 64 percent of the

Directors said they would prefer to use wchievement data. Th

most frequently used school selection option was ranking by :grade'

span, although other options were also used by substantial per

centages of districts. Many districts, however, seemed unaware

of the range of Oi5E-Iond available to them.

=
Anticipated Effectsiof Chapter 1, ECIA on School Selection

Just over half of the school districts believed that they

ec

would have the same flexibility in selecting schools under Chap-

ter 1 that.they.hdd under Title I. However, a similar perceritage

1-6
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were concerned that the changes under Chapter:l would make it .

more difficult to achieve the program's targeting goals.

Student Selection

From the student populations of schools chosen to receive

Title I'funds,-districts bad to identify those eligible t

receive Title I services and then select those who were to be

served from that pool. The intent of the Title I legislation and

regulations was. that 'the students with greatest need be served

first. However, the legAl provisions, for Title .I participation

by limited-En4lish proficient and handicapped children were dif-

ferent from those applicable to other students. Again, Chapter 1

of ECIA changed these requirements,. and Directors of, Title I

projects were:asked to speculate about the consequences.

.Student Selection Procedures

Nearly all'districts used cutoff scores on achievement tests

to select students.. However, 60 percent of,,the districts

reported that teachers could 'decide to give'ritle I services to

students above the cutoff, and .a similar percentage reported that

teachers could decide that students below the cutoff did not need

the services..,

Percentage of Eligible Students Served

The percentage of eligible. students served'in 'a district was

,a function of a number of factors including the district's Title

I funding level, intensity of services, and the district's con-

cept of eligibility. For example, one district could consider

all students scoring below 4e_40th. percentile° on a standardized

1-7



teseas eligible while atioth'er could establish a stricter defini-
.

tion of below the 20th percentile. Given the varying concepts of

eligibility, fewer than half the districts (44 percent) reported

serving all eligible students. Small districts, \however, were

much more likely to report serving all eligible students than

larger districts.

Eligibility of Limited-English-Proficient or Handicapped

Students

Practices ranged from including all multiply eligible stu-

dents in. Title I to excldding all of them. In some districts,

the level of English proficiency or severity of the-handicap

determined eligibility for. Title I. Generally, limited-English-

proficient students were More readily admitted to Title I than

were ha.t4icapped students. Regular classroom teachers were more'

likely to favor serving these students fh the Titlg I program

than were Title I instructors.

Local Officials' Assessments of Title I Student Selection

Procedures

A high proportion of Principals and noT -Title I teachers

wanted to change at. least some aspect ok their districts' current

student selection procedures-. Most of the desired changes (e.g.,

.increased use of teacher judgment, legs reliance on 'test scores)

were permitted by Federal law. However, more than one-third of

the Principals interviewed wanted to serve higher scoring stu-

dents rather than only those furthest behind. A majority of

Title I Directors and Principals favored their districts' poli7

. cies for serving multiply eligible students in the Title I

program.
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Anticipated,Effects of Chapter 1, ECIA on Student Selection

Thirty'-nine percent Hof the Title I Directors expected a

reduction or dilution of services to the cuftent program partici-
,

pants as a result of ECIA!'s "utilize part" provision. One-third

. of thie Directors felt that the "permits" provision would result

in serving those students with greatest potential- rather than

those who were furthest behind.

Program Design

Federal regulations allowed considerable flexibility in the

design of Title I projects., They-did not speCify the grade
a

levels to be served, the subjects to be taught, the time-periods

in which to d'liver projectservices, or the resources to be

used. The Title I District Practices Study 'focused on the

. ,reasons given for choosing particular service.delivery models,

the "intensity" of Title I idstructiono and characteristics of

the staff employed to provide,ITitle I instructional services.

Reasons fort Selecting Service Delivery Models

As repdrted earlief, over' 90 percent of tile districts were

using a pullout model, while 30 percent wereusing an inclass

design. Ninety percent of the Directors using pullout^designs

indicated that they did so because thought they it was edu-

cationally superior for all or part of their Titre I programs.

.-venty-three percent said that pullouts made it easier to

demonstrate compliance with funds allocation requirements.

Fifty-seven percent said that the state Title I office advised'

the use of the pullout design.

.



Three-foprths of the Directors using inclass designs

responded that they did so because t-was educationally superior
0

for all or part of their.Title I programs. Forty-two percent

said that physical facilities for pulloutswere not available,

and 28 percent said that the state Title I4 office had advised the

use of this design.

Intensity of Title I Instruction,

The average number of students in public Title I classes was

9.8, and the upil-to-instructor ratio, was 4.5 to 1. Public

school students spent four hours.per week in Title I classes.

Data on the nature and.intensity.of instruction for nonpublic

school students are presented later in this synopsis,

Local Policies on Subjectls Missed During Title I Instruction

Title I. instruction took place during the school day at 98

percent of the schools. Nearly 60 percent of the schools had a

policy on natu e of the regular instruction that students

,
could not miss whi e receiving Title I services., Sixty-two per-

..

cent of these policies protected regular reading services, while

44 percent protected mathematics.

Characteristics of Title I Staff and Staff Inservice

Title .1 teachers had 5.5 years of teaching experience', on

.average. They spent 57 percent of their time during the week

working with students. In 27 percent of the districts Title I

staff Were exempt from nOninstructional duties. Nearly 90 per-

cept.of Principals see satigekied with the Title I instructional

staff. On average, Title I instructors attended nine inservice

sessions during a typical school year. Title I Directord



considered these sessions to be valuable for their staff, but 12

.percJnt of the districts provided no inservice training for

Title I staff. a

Parental Involvement

.Under.-the provisions of the Title I legislation, districts

were to establish a Parent Advisory Council for the district and

usually one for each participating school or projeft area. These

councils were to advise the district about the planning, imple-

mentation, and evaluation of the Title I program. Chapter 1 of

ECIA no longer mandated the establishment of these councils,

though it still required parental involvement. The District

Practices Study-gathered data on the functioning of the councils

under the 19,78 legal framework arid the anticipated changes under

Chapter 1.

Parent Advisory Councils

Ninety-four percent of the districts had a district-level
4

council, and 89 percent of these distriCts reported that all

Title I schools had school-level councils. Title I Directors

reported that eightly-one percent of these councils advised local

administrators on program slanning, implementation or evaluation.

However, for each of these areas, at least 19 Percent of the

caincils had no input at all. Councils in smaller districts had

less input. than those in larger districts.

Burden of Parental Involvement Requirements

Parental involvement was ranked as the most burdensome of

the legislative requirements for Title I programs, even though
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the amount of time administrators devoted to this activity
r.

averaged less than 10 percent of the'time spent on administering

Title I. More than half the'Directors reported that there were

problems obtaining council members and getting them to attend

meetings.

Anticipated Effects of Chapter 1, ECIA on Parental Involve-
ment .

About one-fourth of the Directors felt that the councils

would operate as they had before. Most Title I Directors, how-
)

'ever,' predicted changes in Parent Advisory Councils under Chapter .

1'. Almost 20 percent believed that both the district and school

advisory councils would be effectively eliminated. The district
4

advisory councils seemed to cause the.least'pi'oblems and seemed

to be the most likely to remain intact. However, alMost a third

of the Directors (32 percent) thought that either the district

advisory council 'or at least some of the school advisory\founcils

would be reduced or eliminated.

Funds AllociationPRequirements

The Title I funds allocation provisions contained four

-intenfelated requirements designed to ensure that Title I/funds

were spent for the purpOses intended by Congress. The law

generally required that districts maintain their own level of

fiscal effort for free public education, that state and local

services in Title I attendance areas were comparable to those

provided in non-Title I areas, that Title I funds couId.only be

used for costs exceeding the average per-plitwil expenditure of.



c

state and .local funds, and that Title I funds had ta;supplement

and pt supplant the state and local funds to which Title I

children were entitled.

.1t
The District Practices Study focused on local school dis-

trict officials' overall assessment of these requirements since

other recent studies had more fully examined actual local imple-

mentation under these provisions.

Maintenance of EffOrt

Ninety -four, percent' of the districts reported that they had

no difficulty meeting Title I standards for maintaining state and

local effort.

Comparability

Ninety-two percent of the districts reported no difficulty

with meeting the Title I standards.

Excess Costs.

Ninety-one percent of the districts reported no problems

with the excess costs requirements.

Supplement-Not-Supplant

Twenty-eight percent of the Diredtors reported that their

districts had problems implement,ing some aspects of the

supplement-not-supplant requirement.' Three percent of the,dis-
--

tricts indicated that state staff had raised issues concerning

supplanting when reviewing their.applications. There is some

evidence that Directors confuse Supplement-not-supplant viola-

tions with potential general aid problems.



.
Anticipated Effects. of Chapter 1, ECIA on Funds Allocation

Requirements

Over one-third of. the Title I Directors could'not predict

the effect of the changes of the maintenance of effort, compara-,

bility, and supplement-not-supplant requirements when they were

interviewed in the fall and winter of 1981. Initially, however,

a large proportion of these Directors were favorably disposed to

the revised maintenance of effort"(48 percent) and comparability

(58' percent) requirements.

State Influence on District Practices

Title I was administered through an intergovetnmental system

in' which states were to: approve Title I aiplications'frOm dis-
4

tricts, monitor Title I programs, conduct fiscal and,compliance

audits of lodal programs, provide technical assistance to dis-

tricts, and develop state policies and regulations. Previous

research had shown that states differed considerably in'how the

carried out their administrative responsibilities under Title I.

.s
Th111978 legislation was intended to standardize some of these

pradtices. It was difficult to conclude that this effect had

been realized because districts within the same state had'verY

widely differing opinions about the nature of state regulations

compared to-Federal regulations.

Monitoring and Compliance Auditing
k

Nearly 80 percent of the districts reported, no increase in

the frequency of state monitoring visits since 1978, and 30 per-

-
cent stated that they had not been audited by state or Federal

officials in three yeais. A few of the districts that were

1-14
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audited had changed their progfamsas a result of audit excep7

tions.

.Technical Assistance

Nearly one-third-of the districts reported that they

received no-technical assistance from the state. Those that did

were satisfied with this support. Only about one-third of the

districts that substantially changed their Title I programs Con-

'sidered the state to%have influenced the change. On the other

hand, 45 percent of the Title I Directors who reported that they

would like to make changes in their projects cited state opposi-

tion as a significant barrier.

Participation of Nonpublic School Students in Title

Congress included several new provisions in the 1978 Title I

law to adaress the possibility that students in nonpublic schools

might not have been receiving their fair shake of program ser-

vices. Essentially - 'identical provisions were incorporated under

the legislation for Chapter 1 of .ECIA. Educationally deprived

children who res de in a Title I/Chapter 1 project area and

attend.a nonpublic school should have the same opportinity to

receive federally funded compensatory education services as their

public school counterparts, even if the school they attend is

outside the project area. Expenditures for public and nonpublic)

students should be the same within a district, taking into

account the number and needs of the students.

Scope of Services to Nonpublic School Students

In 1978, 59 percent of .the districts with nonpublic students

provided Title I services.-to some of those students. This

1-15'
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percentage declined to 56 in 1981. At the student level, the

participation rate of-nonpublic students increased by just less

than 6 percent, while the public student participation rate

increased by almost 18 percent over the same time span (1978-81).

Most districts -reported little or no change over the'last several

years in,their procedures for determining whether nonpublic

schools had students living in Title I attendance areas.

Nature and Intensity of Title I Services to Nonpublic School

Students

Compared to their public school counterparts in the same

district, nonpublic school students, on average, had Title I

classes which were of 'a shorter duration, smaller in size, and

with a lower pupil -to- instructor, ratio. Like their public school

counterparts, their Title I instructors had taught, on average,

approximately 5 years. Virtually all of the services provided to
_

nonpublic students were provided in pullout classes. More than

20 percent of the districts, that served nonpublic students in the

Title I project did so at a location other than the nonpublic

school those students attended.

Local Title Evaluation and Technical Assistance

By 1978 districts' were required to follow specified evalu-

ation procedures,, including the use of one of three well -deft:ed

evaluation models, and to use the res,A1,.::: of these evaluations in

local program planning. Federally supported Technical Assistance

Centers [TACs] were to provide ',?lp in implementing these models,

and the states 'could provide similar assistance. As reported

above, Directors of local projects viewed evaluation as one of.

1-16 40 1
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the necessary but burdensome requirements-of the program. The

District Practices Study also collected data on the usefulness_of

the results and the quality of the assistance given state and

Federal agencies.

btility.of Evaluation Results

In districts that had made changes in either the grade

levels served'or the subject matter to be emphaSized, about 25

percent reported that formal program evaluationS had.influenced

the decision to make changes. However, needs surveys, staff

recommendations,-and changes in fdnding levels were cited more

frequently as reasons for ma} -thanges.. Fifty-three percent of

the Director's indicated that evaluation results were very impor-
.

tant in making Changes in the Title I curriculum, while only 16

percent gave evaluation the same importance in making staffing

changes.

Technical Assistance

Nearly 45 percent of the districts. indicated that the state

Title I office had helped to develop cr improve their evaluation

practices:- Tibrenty-six percent of the districts reported that one

of the federally supported TACs had been helpful in this regard.
.

Nonetheless, there was considerable variation of opinion within

states regarding the helpfulness of the state offices and the

TACs.
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.CHAPTER 2

PROFILE OF TITLE I
. 4

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

brovide a context for the finditgs about the management

practices of districtS implementiAg Title I projects, this,chap-

ter describes the nature and scope of the services provided to

. Title I students, the, allocation of funds across budget.cate-

gories, andithe time allocation of local TitleI administrators.
o

The specific questions that directed the inquiry and highlights

of the findings are presented below.

What is the nature of the, districts tb_pt received
Title I funding?

- Approximately- 90 percent of the rption's school dis-
tricts received: Title I funding during the 1981-82
school year.

Seventy-three percent of the Title I districts had
enrollments below 2,500 students; 2? percent had
enrollments between 2,500 and 9,999. The rest (5
percent) had 10,000'or more students enrolled.

- Sixty-nine percent of the districts were in non-
metropolitan areas; 25 percent were in urban
fringes, acid 6 percent were in central cities.

- In 17 percent_of the districts, fewer than five per-
cent of the students came from families at or below
the proverty line. In another 17 percent of the
districts, 25 percent or more of the 'students came
from such families.

How did districts allocate their Title I budgets?

- Nearly 80 percent of the funds were exPendedhon
instructional services.. The next largest budget
item was "fixed charges, such as-personnel bene-
fits, accounting for 7 percent of the budget._
Adminiftration costsconsumed another 5 percent of
the budget.
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What were the'grade levels most commonly served, and

what Services were provided for Title I students?

Seventy-,two percent of the students served were'in

grades 1 through, 6. At lest 180 percent of the dis-

tricts served students in each of grades 2 through

5. Fewer than 18 percent of the districts served

,students in grades 10 through 12.

- Services were almost universally providedin read-

ing.' Almosttwo-thirds of, the districts reported op?

that mathematics. was part of the Title I program.

Language arts was included irithe Title I program in

one-third of the districts.

- Ninety-two Tercent of the distriCts employed :a pull-

out design for program services, while 30 percent

used an inclass design,. Most of the districts
utilizing the inclass deSign were large (enrollment

greater than 10,600 students).

How do Title I Directors allocate their time?

- Eighty - three, percent of e Directors have no other

paid.admidistrative support.. They are solely
responsible for the administration of the project.

- Of the time they spent on Title T. the Directors

reported that 25-percent was spent on preparing
applications and reports and-an equal percent of
time was spent on managing or suoervising the

instructional program. Developiag and managing the

Title I budget, evaluation; and-organizing and meet-
'

ing with parents each took 10 to 13 percent of the

Director's time. .

Which of the Title I legal requirements did local

Directtors perceive to be necessary- achieve the pro-

gram's goals, and which perce, ed to create the

most burden?,

Directors of Title I projects found the legislative

requirements for ,comparability (documenting that

' each Title I scho61 had a level of service compara-

ble to, the average level in non-Title I schools) and

parental involvement (including the parent advisory

councils) to be the most burdensome enathe least
necessary to meet program objectives.

- Among those requirements considered necessary, eval-

uation and student selection were considered to be

2 -2 4.



ft.

burdensome, while the supplement-not-supplant,
school selection, and providing for adequate, size,,
scope and quality of the project were not regarded
as burdensome.

lo
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter presens a profile of the districtS receiving

Title I funds during the 1981-82 school year. It also descr,ibes

how the program was administered at the 'local level, ,including

-data on use 'of funds for instruction, administration, and other

budget categories. Data are also presented which describe the

range. and type of services that were provided to Title I

students.

Findings presented in this chapter are based,on mail ques-

tionnaire data collected the fall of 1981 from Directori of

Title I programs in 1,793 school districts. A responie rate of

87 percent wa3,,..achieved, and the resulting data were weighted so

that all results would reflect national estimates of whataas

taking place in thd Title I program. Details on the sample

selection and weighting are.presented in the Appendix to this
.

0 P

resource book. The:reader should assume that all results pre-

sen ed in the remainder of'this chapter reflect a nationally

representative picture of Title

PROJECT DEMOGRAPHICS

We-estimated that approximately 90 percent (12,797 dis-

tricts) of the nation's school districts received some type of

TitleI funding during the' 1981-82 school year.

tle rPprojects can be characterized by a series of demo-

grap is variables that provicle a context for understanding the
.

local operation of the program. Three demographic variables were



used to select our sample: district size, ,district poverty

level, and.urbanicity.

The size of a Title I district was measured in terms of

total pupil enrollment in .1981, Based on the total enrollment,

four side groupings were established. These size groupings are

described in Table 2-1. Many subsequent analysqp will re;ate

these size categories to other characteristics of Title I

projectsi-

TABLE 2 -1

PERCENT OF TITLE, I DISTRICTS .BY

District
Enrollment Grouping Description

'0-2,499 Students

2,500-9,999

10,000-50,000

>50,000+

As is readily apparent in Table 2-1, the greatest percedtage of

Title I districts (73 percent) can be characterized as small

districts enrolling less than 2,500 students. Large districts,

defined as 'enrolling more than 10,000'students, account for less

than 5 percent of tote nation's Title' I districts.

The urbanicity of the Title I projects nationally is

described in Table 2-2. The majority of the Title I projects

(69 percent) are located in nonmetropolitan or rural districts.

Only.6 percent of title I projects are located in central city

Small

Medium

Large

Among 60 largest

DISTRICT SIZE

Percent of
Title I Districts

73.

22

4

1

districts.
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TABLE 2-2

PERCENT OF'TITLE I DISTRICTS BY URBANICITY

. Project Location

Central City

Urban Fringe

Nonmetropolitan

a.

Percent, of
Title I Districts

6

25

69

A district's poverty level can be described as a function,

'of the percentage of students who come from families at or below .

the poverty line. These percentages were clustered into four/

groupings for this study based on the Orshansky poverty index, as

shown in Table 2-3:

TABLE 2-3

PERCENT OF TITLE I DISTRICTS BY POVERTY LEVEL

Percent of Students
From Families At or
Below Poverty Line Description

Percent of
'Title I, Districts

.1 - 4.9 Low Incidence. 17

5 - 11.9 Moderate Incidence 35

12*- 24.9 High Incidence 31.

25 and over Severe Incidence . 17

Another demographic variable for portraying the Title I

national program is the geographic location of Title I projects.
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I
,

Projects were grouped into four regions used by the U.S..

1

._._LI--

Department of Commerce, Bureail of the Censub (See Appendix A).

The regional distributions for these projects can be found in

Table 2 -4..

TABLE 2-4

PERCENT OF TITLE I DISTRICTS BY REGIONAL LOCATION

Percent of
-Region -

Title I Districts

.

Northeast, 22

North eentrgl 39

South c. 23

West

. ,

According to these four basic demographic variables, the
,

-

typical:(m66a1) Titre' I program was located in g nonmetrOpolitan
,

,

or rural North Central district with fewer than 2,500 students
4

anew.ith,aivroximately 8 ercent students from low-income

families at or below the povertY

'PROJECT,i-EXPENDITURES"

One important decision that school administrators must make

is how to allocate their funds between instructional and non-
.,

instructional activities. Table 2-5 shows that in both 1976 and,

'1981, district administrators reported'allocating a preponderance

4
e

of Title I funds to instruction,, 74 percent in 1976 and 79

53
2-8



TABLE 2-5

DISTRICT ALLOCATION OF TITLE I FUNDS
IN 1976 AND 1981, BY' EXPENDITURE ITEM.

Average
°

Percent of Total budge.

Expenditure Items Nit Survey-- 197S*

Instruction 74

Auxiliary serviced
(e.g. 'parent training,
health services)

Administration (cost of
salaries and equipment
for District Coordinator,
other staff, and evaluationr

Operation andimaintenance

Fixed charges (e.g.,
personnel benefits)

Capital outlays

-Others (e.g., debt
service, school security,
miscellaneous)

*Sources:
Services
Chief of
Majoi.ity
1977.

11.

1

Advanced Technolow
Survey`- 1981

-,

79:.;

5

.5

95.5

National Institute of Education, Compensatory Education
(Washington D.C.), p. 19; Memorandum from Pail Hill, '

Compensatory Education Division to Mr. John:"Jennings,::
Counsel, House Education and Labor Commiftee, August.11,

**Thts category was not included in,the.Advailced TechnOlogy
survey and may account for some of the :expenditures not reported
in other categories.

,

'
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percent in 19$1.* Much smaller)amounts. were allocated tloauxil-

iary services (such as Title I nurses and counselors), adminis-.

tration, operations and maintenance; fixed charges (which include

fringe benefits to teachers and administrators), and capital out-

lays (equipment purchases). ** Moreover, as_Table 2-5 illus-

trates, these 'allocation .f: vary little from the findings of the_

National Institute of Education study, Which examined the Title I

program in the 1975-76 school year. The only discrepancies--in

instruction and fixed charges--may be due to some respondents'

including fringe benefits to teachers in the instruction cate-

gory.

Project expenditures can also be expressed as average per

pupil expenditures for each district. When per pupil expendi-
x )

tures are broken down by district size, urbanicity, poverty
k

level, and region, some interesting patterns,dmerge as shown.

r.

*These are self-reported budget figures, which should.be ipter-

preted cautiously. Fot example, we know from case study data

that someTitle I-Directors included in their instructional
budget Title .I resource teachers who provide services to class-

room teachers but never serve children directly. One could argue

that these salaries should be 'included in the administration
category.

**The mail questionnaire did not give detailed definitions of
these budget categories.' Thus, some of the conclusions about
,budget allocations must be tentative. One difficulty with these
aggregate budget data is that the subcategories do not sum

exactly to total budget allocations. This may be explained in

part by the failure to include an indirect costs category in the

mail questionndire. When Title I Directors added this Category--

which dan include costs allodated to locally provided accounting
and payroll services, computer time, space rental, and utili-
ties7-indirect costs typically ranged from 2 to 5 percent. If

assigning these expenses to indirect costs is widespread, this
would account for the money missing from the subcategories.
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in Table 2-6. Per pupil expenditures tended to increase with

the size of the'district. The largest districts in the country,

for example, spent $68 more per pupil than small districts, on

-average. The greater the proportion of students below the

poverty level, the more expensive it was to provide Title I.

services. Per pupil expenditures were also higher in the North

Central districts:

TABLE 2-6

-PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES BY DISTRICT SIZE, URBMICITY,
POVERTY LEVEL, AND GEOGRAPHIC REGION

Per Pupil
Title I

District Size Expenditures

'4006 ,Small $558
Medium $551
Large $615
Certainty (among 60 largest) $626

., Urbanicity

Central City . $628
Urban,Fringe $514
Nonmetropolitan $578

Poverty Level

Low Incidence $528
Moderate Incidence $555
High Incidence $590
Severe Incidence $604

Region

Northeast $526
North Central $630
South $551
West, $530

56
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LOCAL ADMINISTRATION

Since the focus of the study was on local district prac-

tices, emphasis was placed on studying the activities of the

Title I Directoi. The typical Title I Director has _worked in his

ol her school district an average of 11.6 years and has been a

Title I Director for almost F years. Approximately 83 percent

have no other paid administratiA support. Of the remaining 17

percent who had additional paid administrative support, 58

perCent.had the help of project of curriculum specialists, 38

_percent had a parent involvement representative, 36 percent had

an evaluation specialist, 36 percent had a fiscal specialist, and

20 percent mentioned additional support in clerical and other

administrative areas.

Administrative Activities

Title I Directors who received the mail questionnaire were

asked to indicate what percentage of their time was spent admin-

istering the program. Table 2-7 shows, as one would expect, that

Directors in larger districts spent more time in their adminis-

tration of Title I than those in smaller districts.

The Directors were asked how they apportioned their time

administering Title I across eight tasks. Table 2-8 presents a

summary of these administrative activities for districts arranged

by four enrollment size categories. For the typical (i.e.,

modal) Title I school district, over 50 percent of the adminis-

trative activity involved preparing Title I applications and



TABLE 2-7

PERCENT OF TIME TITLE I DIRECTORS SEND ADMINISTERING
TITLE I, BY DISTRICT ENROLLMENT SIZE*

District Enrollment
4

Percent of Time Admin-
istering Title I

Percent
Small

Percent
Medium .

o
Percent
Large

0-25 73 43 15

26-75. 18 35 35'

76-100 6' 23 50

(760)** (61A8) (322)

*Column, totals may not total to.100 percent dire to missing data.

**Number in'parentheses below line in this and subsequent tables
is the number of respondents to i.his item.



TABLE 2 -8

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT ADMINISTERING
ASPECTS OF TITLE I, BY'SIZE OF DISTRICT

e

Activity Small Medium Large
:

,.

Certaintx
Typical
District.

Preparing 27 22 20 . 14 25 '

Title I
applications/
reports .

Developing/. 13
managing

14 15 18 13

Title I budget .

Managing/ 24
supervising
instructional
program

29 31 40 . 26

*Hiring staff/ 6

arranging
training

6

. ,

6

it

p 5 6

Organizing 10
and meeting
with parents

10 9 -' 9

-

10

Dealing with 7 6 .8 7

Federal/state
officials

'Evaluation 13 11 11' 7 12

Other 1 1 1 1 1

7--
(742) (602)

i
(315) .(30)
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- .

reports (25 percent), and managing and supervising the' Title I

instructional program ('26 percent)._ Managing the budget consumed

13 percent of the time, evaluation took up 12 percent, and parent

involvement required 10 percent. The remaining 14 percent of

time was spent on staff hiring and training, dealing with Federal

and state officials, and other miscellaneous activities.

An inspection of Table 2-8 indicates that administrative

activities for Title?I Directors can vary substantially baSed on

-a district's size. For example,Directo s in small districts

spent 27percent of their time prepari Title I applications and

reports. compared with only 14 percent of Directors' time in 30 of

the nation's 60 largest districts. -These differences might have

been related to large districts' having more administrative per-
,

sonnel to help with the report preparation while smaller district-

Directors could rely only on themselves to- complete the required

reporting. Managing the budget was more time-consuming in larger

districts. '.Budget activities accounted for 18 percent of a

Director's time in the larger districts compared with 13 percent

in the smaller districts. The activity with the greatest differ-
.

ences in administrator's time involved managing the' instructional

program. On the average, small district Directors -spent .24 per7

cent of their time managing the instructional program compared to

40 percent of the time,spent by' the Directors of the largest dis-

tricts. Not surprisingly then, in the ,largest districts, .com-
.,

munication about the instructional programs was more involved and

assumea a greater portion of the. Title I Direct6i's-time.
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Necessity and Burden in Title I Administration

In order-to understand the perceptions of Title I Directors

regarding burden of the legal 'requirements of Title I, 10

requirements were identified which were most saiient for these

'Directors. They were:

Ranking and
for selecti

Ranking and
determining
funds)

selecting project areas i.e , -procedures
. 4

of project areas)

selecting students (i.e., procedures for
which children will be served with Title I

Parental involvement, including advisory councils
(i.e., the nature and extent of-parental involvement in
the' planning, design, and evaluation of the Title I

project)

Complaint resolution procedures (i.e, procedures for
processing, responding to, and reporting problems
raised by parents or other individuals)

, Evaluation procedures (i.e., use of evaluation models
for assessing gains made by students in the Title I

program)

Supplement-not-supplant provisions (i.e., data to
-ensure that Title I funds are added. to and notuised to
replace state and local funds)

Maintenance of effort provisions (i.e., an assurance
that funds from state and local sources did not

decrease)

Comparability procedures (i.e., documentation that' the.

level of services in every Title I school must be com-
parable, or roughly equal, to the average level in 'non-:

Title I schools)

Excess costs determinations (i.e.; documentation that
Title I services are supplemental using various program
design approaches, e.g., limited pullout, pullout,
inclass, and replacement)

Adequate size, scope, and quality (i.e.( an assurance
that Title I services are of sufficient size, scope,
and quality to give reasonable promise of success)

a.
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Title I Directors ranked these elements of the legal frame-

work on a continuum of most burdensome to least burdensome. They

also ranked all of these elements on a continuum ranging from

most necessary to least necessary. Rankings range from 10 to 1,

with 1 repreSenting the most. necessary and most burdensome
"0

activities and 10 representing the. least necessary and least

burdensome activities.*

An 'examination of the average. rankings for the necessity

dimensftons shows that mean ranks range froM91.7 to 7.7.** Ranked

from most necessary to least necessary, the items and their

associated average rankings were:

,Rankings and student selection (1.7)

Evaluation procedures (3.5)

Rankingand selecting project areas (4.2)

Adequate size, scope, and quality provisions (4.8)
ti

Supplement- not :-supplant provisions (5.4)

Parental involvemeht (5.6)

Maintenance of efforthprovisions (6.5)

CoMparability procedures (7.3)

Excess-oosts-det#rmi-nations-47-5)
c)

Complaint resolution procedures.(7.7)

*To validate this ranking approach, similar questions were asked
during site visits to 100 districts conducted as part'of this
study. Results from questions in the Title I Director interviews
indicate that when the Title I Director is.presented with similar
questions in open-ended. format, similar: rankings of burden
compared to those of the mail questionnaire are obtained.-

**A comparison of mean rankings to median rankings indicates no..
'differences greater than .2, do only mean rankings are discussed.
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The average rankings on the burden dimension ranged from 3.8

to 6.5 and included, in order, from most burdensome to least

-burdensome.:

.
Parental involvement (3.8)

.
Etialuation procedure: (4.2)

Comparability procedures (4.91

Ranking and selecting students (5.1)

Supplement- not - supplant provisions 0.5) ''

Maintenance of effort provisions (5.5.)

Ranking and selecting project areas (6.0)

Excess costs determinations (6.0)

. Adequ ate size, scope, and quality provisions (6.3)

Complaint resolution procedures (6.5)

On the burden dimension, the rankings more closely clustered

around the mean and spanned a narrower range. Such a distri-

bution suggests generally .less agreement about what was burden-

some than what was necessary. Thus, Title I Directors. agreed

more on the necessary elements of the program, while burdenselme

rankings were affected by other factors such as district size.

To understand more fully how the Directors perceived these

requirements, Figure 2-1 plots the mean rankings of the 10 items

on a two-iimensional graph. Each quadrant of the plot corre-

sponds to one of four types of perceptions:

Most .Necessary and Most.Burden3ome Items

- Evaluation r-)

- Student selection

2-18.
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Least Necessary and Least Burdensome Items

- Complaint resolution

- Determinations of excess costs

- Maintenance of effort

Most Necessary and Least Burdensome Activities

- ;Supplement-not-isupplant

Adequate size, scope, and quality

- Targeting

Most Burdensome and'Least Necessary Items

Comparability

- Parental involvement .
ro

It is notewortty that those provisions of the 1978 Ti.E.lej

legislation that .were deemed to have been the most. burdensome 1

.and least necessary by local directors (i.e., comparability I

1

and parental involvement) were substantially modified by the

Chapter 1, ECIA legislation.
A

STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I

Table 2-9 presents.a breakdown by grade pf the projecte

number. of Public school students served by Title I in the 171-82 ,

school year. According to these projections,

school students were served by Title'I during

year. Including all neglected or delinquent

4,279;111 public

the 1981-82 school

[N' or D] stude ts,

the projected total was 4,575,800 students.' We also estimated

that Title I served approximately 198,650 nonpublic studen

during the same school year. Including all'public'schoo14, N or

D, and nonpub lic school students, we'estimate that a total of

65
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TABLE 2-9

PROJECTED PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC. PARTICIPATION
IL' TITLE I DURING 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR

Projected,
Participation Data

NumbeK. of Students
Served,by Tine I

Percentage of
. Total

Public participation
based on grade level

, -.'

f '

. "

estimates 4,,279,111 ..

Public participation
based 6n total esti-
mates, incliading N or D 0,575,800 96.1

Nonpublic participation .

based on total estimates , 198,650 3.9

TOTAL . 4,774',450 '1.00

-to
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4,774,450 students ;dere served by Title I (see Table 2-9). This

represents approximately a 12.percent decline in service,usintg

ED's enrollent figures for 1979-80 as a base. 4

A majority of students served were 'in the elementary grades.

Approximately 72 percent of the students served werein grades 1

through 6._ Only 10 percent of the participants were in grades 9

through-12, and 6 percept were in prekindergarten and kinder-

garten programs. Thus, Titlb I programs placed the greatest

emphasis on serving students in grades 2 through 5. Ai...least.*

percent of all districts serve some students in these grades (see

Table 2-10)..

TYPES OF SERVICES PROVIDED

'Reading continued to be emphasized in Title I programs.,
4

Next in impariincewas mathematics. Almost twq-thirds of the

districts ,reported that mathematics.was.Part of their Title I

programs. Other language .arts was included in the Title I
. .

progranf in approximately onethird of the districts. English for

students of limited-English background was part of the Title I

Erogram in°11 perceilit of the districts, and a small percentage of

districts offered other subject areas such as spedial education

for the handicapped (4 percent) and vocational education (2 per-
0

cent)c

Changes in Title I subject areas since 1978' were reported by

30 percent of the mail questionnaire districts. More districts

have added or increased'Title I services in the areas of reading,

mathematics, other language arts, and English. for students of

a

2-22-
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. TABLE 2-10

PROJECTED NUMBER OF PUBLIC SCHOOL _TITLE I PARTICIPANTS
SERVED BY GRADE LEVEL DURING 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR

Percent of Projected Number Percent
! . Districts Serving of Title I - of Total-

Grale .

,

the Grade- Students-. Served Number Served

Pre-K 4 45,228 1
. %

Kindergarten 22 230,778 6-,

0
1 73 4 463,832 . 11

2 85 .642, 327. ai
3 85 526,237 . 12:

4 84 5L5,08.5 12
0

5 ijo- '494,872 12

6' ,

7

8-

9

10 .

11

12

TOTAL

71

50
.

47

23.

18

. 14 '

. 12

4

420; 928 10
,

.

295,383' I

.. 248,575 6 .

o
167,126 4 41

i111,149
3. "

70,203 2
,

47,388 1

4;279;11k 100
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limited-English background than have dropped or decreased ser-

vices in these areas. The reverse is true for special education

and vocational programs. The most frequent reasons - reported by

districts for these changes of emphasis in subject areas were:

Changes in Title I funding level (44 percent of
those districts which have made changes)

Data from formal needs surveys (41 percent)

Teachers' or Principals' recommendations (38 percent)

, Results of formal Title I program evaluations (27 per-

cent)

Parents' recommendations (26 percent)

New state mandates or emphasis (24 percent)

Most districts continued to choose the pullout model rather

than the inclass. model. Ninety-two percent of.the districts sur-

veyed by mail employed a pullout design either exclusively or in

combination with the inclass design. In contrast, only 30. per-

cent of the mail survey districts reported using an inclass

approach for part or all of their program.

District size (as measured by the number of students

enrolled) and budget allocation played no major role regarding

the likelihood of_a district. to use the pullout design. However,.

the use of an inclass design was significantly correlated with

d-i-s s-i-ze: For the 30-percenL of Lhe mail --quest+onnaire dis-
.

tricts that used the inclass design, very large districts and

large districts were far more likely to employ the inclass model

than small districts and medium districts.

District administators indicated, for, the most part, that

there had not been much change regarding the use of the puilout

2-24
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design in their Title I program. Teri percent ot the districts

indicated an increasenin the use of pullout, and ten percent

indicated a decrease.

SUMMARY

Title I services reached 4.8 million students -in more than

90 percent of the nation's school districts. Services were

almost universally provided in reading. At least eighty percent

of the districts provided services in one or more of the griades

from two through five. The number of students served had

declined by almost 12 percent from two years earlier. The typi-

cal project employed a pullout design, although some (especially

larger) districts were trying inclass designs.

Administrators found evaluation and studert selection

requirements to be burdensome but necessary, while they believed

comparability and parental involvement to be at least as burden-.

some and far less necessary.



CHAPTER 3

SCHOOL SELECTION AND 1"RGETING

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHT' OF STUDY FINDINGS

What information sources did district6 use in selecting
schools?

- By far the most common fr,formation source for school
selection decisions was free or reduced price lunch
counts.

Did districts tend to select all eligible schools or
did they select schools from a pool of those eligible?

- Nearly three-fourths of the school districts pro -.
vided Title I funds to all eligible schOols.

How extensively were districts using options for school
selection allowed by the Title I legal framework?*

- The most frequently used school selection option was
ranking.by grade span, though other options were
also used by substantial percentages of the nation's
school districts; many districts, however, were
unaware of options available to them.

What were districts' objectives in choosing information
sources and school selection options?

Mot districts, in choosing information sources and
school selection options, sought to maximize the
number of 'schools that would participate in the
program, and a substantial number of districts
experimented with different sources or options to

*These options included (1) selection of schools serving only
certain grade levels; (2) eligibility of schools according to
enrollment data, where attendance area demogra)hic infcrmation
made the area inelibi-dFT31-eligibility-of-any-schoal-ar-
attendance area having a poverty concentration equal to or

- exceeding 25 percent; (4) selection of areas or schools according
to incidence of educationally deprived rather than low-income
children; (5) continued eligibility, for a limited time,-of
schools previously served (a "grandfather" clause); and (6) the
option not to serve schools receiving services similar to Tilde I
under a state or local compensatory education program. These
options are discussed more fully in the next section of this
report.
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test the results before finally
policy.

What criteria did districts use
funds to schools?

choosing a district

in allocating-Title I

Three-fourths of the school districts allocated
Title I_funds to schools according to the number of
children selected to participate in the program.
There is substantial evidence, however, that
informal judgment, not just counts of participants,
played a significant,role in funds allocation.

What were district officials' assessments or opinions
of aspects of the Title I school selection provisions?

Most distracts would prefer to select Title I
schools according to achievement data, but this view
was far more prevalent among'small districts than
large districts.

What did these officials believe would'be the effects
of ECIA school selection requirements ?.

Just over half the school districts believed that
they would have' the same flexibility in selecting
schools under ECIA, even with the possible elimina-
tion of Title'I school selection options; a similar
perbentage of Title I Directors, however, believed
that ECIA's school. and student selection provisions
may inqrea e the difficulty of imi6lementation,
change the pr gram's intent, result in transforma-

k 'tion of the rogram to general aid to schools, or
lead to wasted funds......j



SUMMARY OF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Under Title I, a school district generally was required to

use its Title I funds only in "school attendance areas having

high concentrations of children from low-income families" (§122

(a)(1)).* Furthermore, districts were usually required to rank

attendance areas by poverty concentration, using the best avail-

able poverty measure,** and serve them in .cuur from highest to

lowest.***

School districts, howeVer, could rank areas by grade span,

an option that provided additional choices in determining eligi-

bility of school attendance areas. A district desiring to limit

its Title I program to grades K-6, for example, could choose to

.rank only the attendance areas with schools serving those grades.

This district would not.have to consider serving secondary school.

*"High" was interpreted to mean average or above (see 46 F.R.
5136 et seq., §201.51, January'19, 1981). However, any area
having. a 25 percent or greater concentration of children from
low-income families could be considered eligible if the total

levelof Title I and state compensatory education. expenditures in
Title I areas served the year before rethained'in those areas at
that level or was increased (§122(a)(1)). Note: Statute cita=
tions can be distinguished frOm regulation citations by the
latter's use of decimal, points in the numbers.

**§2 01 . 51 (b

***"A local educational agency could carry on aTrogram pro-'
ject assisted under this title in an eligible school attendance
area only if it also carried on such program or project in all
other eligible school attendande areas which are ranked higher"
(§122(a)(1)). There were exceptions to this requirement, though,
which are discussed in the following paragraphs.

73
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areas, even if they had poverty rankings higher than all of -the

elementary school areas. In'addition to this option, the poverty

ranking requirement had six exceptions, designed "to give dis-

tricts more flexibility without watering down the targeting

features. intended to give the program a focus when funds are

limited" (H.R. Rep. 1137, pp: 20-21).

First, in districts where there was "no wide variance" in

:poverty concentration among attendance areas, all areas could be

served, including those below average.. Second, a school atten-

dance area having a relatively high concentration of children

from low-income families could be passed over, or "skipped," in

favor of an attendance area having a "substantially greater"

concentration of children who were educationally deprived.*

Third, a school attendance area initially ranked higher

could be skipped if that area was served by a state compensatory

education program providing "services of the same nature and

scope as would otherwise be provided" by Title I (§122(e))1

Under a fourth exception, an attendance area receiving

Title I funding in one year coula remain eligible the next two

succeeding fiscal years, even if it ceased to have a high concen-

tration of children from low-income families (§122(c)). The

fifth exception provided that a-school-not-located in an eligible

area, but nonetheless enrolling a Haigh concentration of children

*A district, however, could not use this exception to serve a

total number of areas greater than the total_number of areas that

would have been eligible if the only factor considered as
concentration of children from low-income families (§122(a)(2)

(A)).

3-4
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from low income families *, was treated in the same manner *as an

eligible attendance area (§122(b)). Finally, the sixth exception

allowed attendance areas having a 25 percent or greater concen-

tration of children from low-income families to be served if

certain conditions were met (§122(a)(1)).

Selecting attendance areas' for Title I services involved not
e

only ranking areas and using options and exceptions but also

deciding whether to concentrate the program on a few eligible

areas (§124(d)(e)). This decision affected the selection of

students and was often difficult to Make. A decision not to

serve one or'more eligible schools, for example, meant low-

achieving children attending them received no service, while

perhaps some higher- achieving students in target schools did

benefit. On the other hand, a district that chose to serve every

eligible school may have found its use of Title I funds limited

to providing a few services to the lowest-achieving children,

rather than more comprehensive services to a broader'spectrum of

educationally deprived children in the highest ranking schools.

"Under Chapter 1, ECIA, the provisions governing school

selection require LEA grant applications to assure that proposed

projects'wilJ be (1) "conducted in attendance areas . . . having

the highest concentrations of low-income children"; (2) "located

*This condition might have preiled .n an attendance area where
large numbers of children from high-L)cone families attended
private school.



in all attendance areas of an agency which has a uniformly high

0

concentration of such children"; or (3) "designed to utilize part

of the available funds for services which promise to provide

significant hdlp for all such children served by such agency"

(§556(b)(1) of ECIA).

The proposed ECIA regulations, 47 F.R. 32873 (July

1982), 'do not further explain" "highest concentrations 'of

low-income children"; however, a draft nonregulatory guidance

document issued by the Department of Education on April 22, 1982*

states that this provision does not "require an LEA to serve

attendance areas in rank order of their concentration of dhildre-n

from low-income families" (p. 8).

The proposed regulations do not explain the meaning of "uni-

formly high concentration,m but the draft guidance document

'bates that this clause is "similar to the 'no-wide variance!'

provision in . . . the Title I regulations." The document su',47

gests that poverty concentrations among attendance areas cot,ld be

deemed "uniformly high!'

a

if the variation between (a) the percentage
of children from low-income families in,the

attendance area with-the highest concentra-
vion children and (b) the percentage
of children from low-income families in the
attendance area with the lowest concentration

*U.S. Department of Education, NonregulatoryGuidance to Assist

State Educational Agencies in Administerinq_Federal Financial

Assistance to Local Educational Agencies for Projects Designed. to

Meet the Seecial Educational Needs of Educationally Deprived

Children under Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and

Improvement Act of 1981.(April 22, 1982, Draft.)
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,of such children is not more than the greater
of 10 percent or one-third of the percentage
of children from low-income families in the
LEA as a whole (p. 7).

Regarding the ECIA ,option to use "part of" Chapter i funds

for .all such children,.' the proposed regulations state .in §200.49

that "such dhildren" means "all educationally deprived low-income

children served by the LEA." The draft guidance document states

that this clause "provides a new, option that was not available -

under Title I":

The Secretary interprets this subsection to
permit an LEA to use part of its Chapter 1
funds.for services that promise to provide

'.significant help to all low-income children
served by, the LEA, regardless of whether
those children-are in attendance areas that
qualify under [the_uhighest concentrations"
or "unifOrmly high concentration" clauses].
Thus, rather than establishing a new pro-
cedure for the selection of attendance areas,
[the "all such children" clause] actually
creates an exception to the requireruent that
services be provided in eligible attendance
areas.-(pp. 6-7)

The draft guidance documerit, however, suggests that services for

children participating under this new option "must consist of

'services that promise to provide significant'help in meeting

their] special educational needs" (p. 9).

-The Chapter 1. statute omits the Title I school selection

__y options (1)_±..o_skip a higher ranked-attendance area -if- a lower
0

ranked area has a "substantially greater" 'concentration of

educationally deprived children (§122(a)(2)(A)); (2) to skip an

area served by a state or locally funded dompensatoty program

providing services of the "same nature and scope" (§122(e));

3-7
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(3) to serve a formerly eligible school (§122(c)); (4) to serve a

school by using they enrollment exception (§122(b)); and (51 to

serve an attendance area with 25 percent of greater concentration

of children from low-income families if certain conditions were

met (§122(a)(1)). Another ECIA provision may deem these omis-

sions significant:

The provisions of Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 which are
not specifically made applicable by this
chaptei'shall not be applicable to programs
authorized under this, dhapter., .(§554(c))

The regulations do not address the continuing vitality of

these Title I options, but the draft guidance document suggests

that the last three remain availablrunder Chapter 1.*

Regarding the."formerly eligible" option, the dodumont

acknowledges that:

[u]nlike Title 1, the Chapter 1 statute does

not include a provision that permits an LEA
to continue to consider an area to be eligi7

ble even if it does not currently qualify as,

an eligible attendance area. (p. 8)

The document continues, however, implying that an attendance' area

determined eligible on submission of the district's application .

may be deemed eligible "for the entire period covered by the

LEA's application." Under §556(a) this period is three years..

*Regarding the first option, both the ED comments on the proposed

rules and the draft guidance document su est that,"LEAs may

consider data on educational deprivatio when selecting project,

areas from eligible attendance areas," ut they do not state that

data on educational deprivation may used to determine the

eligibility of schools for Chapter 1 services. 47 F.R., 32873

(emphasis added).

3-8
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LEA's application." Under §556(a) this period is 'three years:

,

Regarding the Title I option to use enrollmenit data for
A

schools not located in eligible attendance. areas,. -'the draft
.f

guidance document clearly states that this optionixemains avail-

able (p. 8). Also, the document-states that the I;"25,percent-

rule" islone permissible method "for identifying attendance areas

. . having 'the highest concentration of low-income dhildren"

(p. 7). Finally,,thedocument states that gradeLspan rzrouping,
f I

previously allowed by Title I regulations, not-mentioned

in the Title I statute, is still' an available option under

Chapter 1 (p. 7) . jr
I

REPORT OF SUBSTANTIVE.FINDINGS ACROSS INSTRUMENTS

Tables 3-1 and 3-2 concern the data sourcles districts used

to select Title schools or attendance

tors' reasons for choosing these data.

most common data source used. was free

areas ad TitletI Direc-

Table14-1 shows that the

or redtIced price lunch

counts. ,As Table 3-2 indicates, the availability and accuracy of
1

the data were the most frequently cited reasons for their use by

Title I Directors who were, interviewed.

I '

Data from District Practices Study mail questionnAires

revealed that 48 perCebt_of_the-districts-used-grade-span-group--__

ing. Table 3-3 indicates that other school] selection options

were used by substantial numbers of districts.* However, many

*One exception, =though', was the option to skip schools that
received 'state or local compensatory education services similar
to Title I. This option was not available to 77 percent of the
school districts.
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TABLE 3-1' r

DATA SOURCES USED TO SELECT TITLE
OR ATTENDANCE AREAS IN SCHOOL YEAR

f

I SCHOOLS
1981 -82

Percent*

Free;or reduced price lunch counts, 77

AFDC enrollment 36

Census data; on family. income 19

Free breakfast counts 8

Number-neglebted and delinguent children**_ .

8

Number nonEnglish speaking' families ** 3

hmployment statistics 2

Number children from migrant families 2

Orshansky Index 2

Other sources

(288)***,

4

______IPercentages-in-this-coLumn do not total to 100 percent-since
districts sometimes used more than one data source in selecting
Title I school attendance areas.

**While these-are not data sources recognized by the Q.S. Depart-
ment of Education for the selection of ', Title I attendance areas,

they were indicated as sources used by sr...me districts for such
selection purposes.

***Number in parentheses below line in this; and all subsequent
tables is the number of'respondents to this item.

3-10
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'TABLE 342
Nr

TITLE I DIRECTORS REASONS FOR USING DMA SOURCES IN
SELECTING.SC4OOLS ORATTENDANCE(AREAS FOR 1791-82

Ir tiY
.

q

Availbility OfsourGle(s)

.1

Accuracy:of source(s)

Mandated or recommended'by state

Percent*

49

29 ,.

13

Number other source(s) considered

Maximizes number of schools or students
:eligible 7 4

.

Not applicable--only one schoOl
in district

No idea why

Other---e.g., other sources invade
priv&cy; used by county (all
less thaln

7

6

22

(100)

*Percentages in this c....:Amn-do not total to 100 percent since.
more than one response to the question, was permitted.



OPTION

Formerly

eligible

"No wide

variance"--

all selected

25% rule

Skipped one .or

more eligible

areas receiving

state or local

compensatory

services

Used enroll-

ment data

Ranking and.,

selection by

ow achievement

TABLE 3-3

OPTIONS USED TO SELECT ATTENDANCE AREAS OR SCHOOLS

Percent Percent Percent Saying

Used Unaware Option Considered'

Option of Option But Not Used

267 20 3 5

244 46 26 27

249 20 38 41

267 27 4

247 15 20 11

268 7 7

8

11.=.11...
I

*All previously served areas/schools still eligible,

**Average poverty level in district below 25%.

Percent Saying

Option., Not Appli-

cable to District

72*

61'

54**

77

0



districts are unaware of the 25 percent rule, or the options to

use enrollment statistics or ranking by achievement data.

Response to the mail questionnaire. showed that 30 percent of

the districts experimented with-different methods of school

selection before making their final choices. Table 3-4 indicates

school districts' objectives in choosing data sources and selec-

tion procedures. Most sought to maximize the number of schools

or students served while only a few districts defined their

objec-L_ve as concentration of services on a few schools or stu-

dents. T e mail survey data also showed that 74 percent of all

districts served every eligible attendance area.

Table 3-5 shows the criteria used by districts to distri-

bute Title I funds to those schools that had been selected to

participate. Most districts computed these allocations according

to the number of participating' students in each school.

Tables 3-6 through 3-9 indicate local administrators' views

of Title I school selection provisions, as well as policies they

would prefer in the absence of legal criteria for school selec-

tiori. Table 3-6 presents district officials' assessments of the

school or student selection procedures. most crucial for'main-

taining the goals of the Title I program. Of interest, only 18

percent of the mail survey respondents 'cited the need to concen-

trate services.

Table 3-7 presents district officials' opinions regarding

the most burdensome aspects of the present school and student

selection requirements.. Twenty-six percent of the mail question-

naire respondents reported that the burden associated with these

84
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TABLE 3-4

PRIMARY OUTCOME DESIRED IN CHOOSING
DATA SOURCES AND SELECTION PROCEDURES

Percent

Service to maximum number
of schools or students 58

Service to some areas or
schools from previous year

Concentrate services on a small
number of schools or students

Other

33

(264)



TABLE 3-5

CRITERIA USED TO ALLOCATE TITLE I
DOLLARS TO PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

Percent*

Number of students selected for
services 75

Prorated based upon previous years
allocation 19

Informal judgment of need

Poverty level of school

Other

18

11

8

(250)

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
,morethan one respo* to the. question was permitted:
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TABLE 3-6

PERCEIVED SCHOOL AND STUDENT:SELECTION PROCEDURES

OR REQUIREMENTS MOST CRUCIAL FOR MAINTAINING
GOALS OF TITLE I PROGRAM

Percent*

Plan according to educational needs
assessment and evaluation 26

Concehtrate services, 18

Other (combined category) 17

Involve teacher 16

Select educationally disadvantaged
students

14

Flexible selection to serve individual

Students

Involve PAC

4

(364)

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent'since

more than one'response to the question was permitted.

D

37.16
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TABLE 3-7

PERCEIVED MOST BURDENSOME ASPECTS OF TITLE I SCHOOL.
AND STUDENT SELECTION REQUIREMENTS

Percent*

No problems 26

Testing students/evaluation 12

2aperwork 11

Poverty level criteria 8

Comparability 7

School/district advisory councils 4

Limiting funds to targeted schools 3

Compliance with regulations 2

Other aspects 2

(336)

l'Pcrcentaces in this column do, not total to 100 percent since
more than ..,ne respOnse to the question was permitted.
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TABLE 3-8

PREFERRED CHOICES FOR SCHOOL SELECTION CRITERIA,

IF NO REQUIREMENTS WERE IMPOSED

Percent Small Percent Medium Percent Large Percent All

Districts Districts ,Districts Districts

Primarily achievement data 76 , 54 47 64

Pritarily poverty, data 6 9 10 8

Cive bad equal weight 18 35 43 28

Other 0 2 0 1

(128) (93) (36) (257)

8'3
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r

Primarily

Primarily

Give both

Other

TABLE 3-9

ASSESSMENT OF THE CRITERIA FOR SCHOOL SELECTION THAT ACTUALLY

WOULD BE USED IN THEIR DISTRICTS IF NO REQUIREMENTS WERE IMPOSED

Percent Small Percent Medium

Districts Districts

achievement data 77

poverty data

equal weight

91

3

20

0

(107)

58

8

30

3

(82)

Percent Large Percent All

Districts Districts

57

10

32

0

(35)

67

6

26

1

(224)
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requirements posed no problems. Eight percent, however, cited

the obligation to use poverty level criteria, while 4 percent

mentioned the requirement that funds had to be limited to

targeted schools.

Tables 3-8 and 3-9 indicate the mail survey respondents'

preferred criteria for school selection, as well as the criteria

they expect would be used in the absence of legal requirements.

These data, reported by district size, indicate a preference for

achievement data over poverty data, particularly in small

districts.

Tables 3-10 through 3-17 report district officials' inter-

pretations and assessments of ECIA school selection provisions.

While Table 3-10 shows that 70 percent of the districts will con-.

tinue to serve the same schools now served under Title I, Tables

3-11 and 3-12 indicate that substantial numbers of lOcal adminis-

trators view ECIA as not requiring services to schools in order

of- poverty ranking.

Table 3-13 shows that a substantial minority of districts,

particularly small districts,-believe they will qualify all their

schools under ECIA's "untiformly high concentration" provision,

though they do not now qualify. under the Title I "no wide vari-

ance" clause.

Table 3-14 indicates that 30 percent of the school dis-

tricts believe their flexibility will be reduced by ECIA's fail-

ure to include Title I school selection options among the new

statutory provisions. Table 3-15.reportS thosedistricts'

perceptions of the current Title I options thought toprovide

.
. 3-20
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TABLE 3-10

EXPECTED PRACTICES ASSUMING LOCAL DISCRETION UNDER ECIA TO
DEFINE "HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS OF LOW-INCOME CHILDREN"

Percent

Continue to serve same schools /areas 70-

Probably serve more schools/areas 10

Probably serve same number of schools/areas 7
i

but some different from those now served 'L-9-- I

/s
Probably serve fewer schools /areas ' / 4

Informed interpretation not possible' at
this time

(218)*

*Responses sought only from districts having more than one
school.



TABLE 3-11

TITLE I-DIRECTORS' INTERPRETATIONS OF ECIA
"HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS"' PROVISION

Percent.

Serving: in ,ptp,pte.order areas with concen-
rations as'lligff,::on hi,pher.than average

Serving areae.with,%concentrations a$ g-high
or ,higher than average, but not necessarily
in strict rank order

s

Serving areas having above a certain
percent of low-income students 12

Other 11

1

22.

Don't know

No answer given

9t',iJ

3-22
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TABLE 3 -12
1.-

.

LIKELY DI$TRICT POLICIES IF NO ADDITIONAL GUIDANCt RECEIVED
CONCERNING ECIA "HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS" PROVISION .

Serving areas with concentrations as high
or higher than average, but not necessarily,
in strict order

Serving in istrict order areas with concen-a
trations as high or higher than average

Serving areas above certain percent
of low-income students

Percent

26

23

13

Don't knoW 4

Other--e.g., .serve all schools equally; serve
all possible schools (all less than 4%) 14

No answer given

V

3-23
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STABLE 3-13

,

.p,ERCENTAGE.OF DISTRICTS'EXPECTING TO QUALIFY UNDER ECIA'S

"UNIFORM HIGH CONCENTRATIOE PROVISIONS

rI

Percent Small,1 Percent Medium Percent Large Percent All

Districts Districts 7 'Districts Districts

Will qualify because

presently qualified 0

under no wide vari-

ance" option e 't ' 50 '30

A.11,quilify under new

'vision though not

presbdtly qualified, . 18

Will not q Aiify because'.

district vaviances:still

too large:: 8'

Informed inteqAation

'not(pdssib],e / 24
,

other

{g6)

A

,15

1

40

6

14 ,

' 4

(80)

4,

Responses sought only. froth districts having more than one school"

);1

,(

I.

D

36

15

74 \31

1=1=0.

(34), ,

18,

4o

0

98



1.

TABLE 3-14 i

. ----\
.

-

PERCEIVED EFFECT ON DISTRICT FLEXIBILITY OF ECIA'S
t.

_ELIMINATION OF TITLE I SCHOOL SELECTION 'OPTIONS.

Flexibility would hot be limited

-1- Flexibility would be limited

./

Informed ipterpretation not pos%ible

Percent

57

30

13

(215)*

1.

61

*Responses 'sought only ;rom districts having more .than one
school.

O
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'TABLE 3.-15

TITLE I SCHOOL., SELECTION OP's' 7RCEIVED
TO AFFORD FLEXIB ."

4 .

.'

d' % .Percentit.
C

Fortherly eligible option , 57

,

Ranking and selection by low adkievemeht . -54

25 percent- rule 43

No wide variance rule . 42

Grade span ranking° 35

°

Skipping Schools receiving state
compensatory services similar to Title I 24

Use of enrollment data 21

(58)**

° *Percentages in this column d& not total,to 100' percent since
more than one response,to the question was permitted.

**Responses sought:only.from mairsurvey,districts perceiving
ross of flexibility due to ECIA's elimination of Title'I school
selectionoptions...
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TABLE 3-16

'DISTRICTS' INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF ECIA SCHOOL.
AND STUDENT SELECTION PROVISIONS ,. 5.

Percent Small
Districts

Percent Medium
Districts

percent Large'
Districts:

.

Perdent 11

s.

Ne dless restriction. on
lo. al practices ' .t

. .

Provide needed flexibility
.. ,

Provide flekibility, but services
may be diluted at 'expense of
'students presently in program

Other

10

43

46

1

15

30

53

el,

9

24

67

0 .

I
., 2

38

49

:-1 .

(2.20) (82) (34)% (336)

4

9

a

V

I

.102



TABLE 3-17

ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF ECIA STUDENT
ANp,SCHOOL SELECTION PROVISIONS

Percent*

May increase, flexibility, but might increase
difficulty of implementation, change intent
'of program, or result in general aid or
wasted funds 53

Little, if any effect 24

Charhes are positive \, 20
1.14

.Change will occur in selections, 14

Proper use of flexibility' will depend on
distrit's integrity 13.

,

Other--e.g., want little change; ambiguous',
(all less than-4%) 20

n

(83)

Percentages.in this column do ,not total to 100.percent since
more than one, response to the question was 'permitted.

Aga
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flexibility: These districts reported that the formerly'

.

eligible and low achievement options, in particular, provided

important flexibility. ,Other options were also deemed-to, offer.

considerable flexibility.

Tables 3-16 and 3-17 report initial, overall assessments of-

ECIA's schbol anitstudent selectin provisions. .pproximately

half the respondents believed that ECIA may afford flexibility,

but that services may be diluted at the expense of students cur-

rently in Title r programs.

SUMMARY
A

Most districts, using tallies of students receiving free or

reduced price lunches, identified and selected for Title I ser-

vices all schools that oculd be deemedeligible. To this end, a

number of districts experimented with alternative school selec-
.

tion methods to see in advance the 'resufts they would.produce.

Many districts, however, were unaware of the options avail-
.

able under Title I. Districts that were, aware of the options

used .them with some frequency, and a substantial percentage of

districts believed their elimination under ECIA -would reduce

flexibility. A majOrity of districts, however,',did not perceive

a loss of flexibility under ECIA.

In fact, district officials" initial assessment of ECIA pro-
.

visions was 'that they allow,more schools to be deemed

ManY, however, believed servj es,un er Title I, resulting in

"reductionoof services to students currently in .Title I programs.

7 104
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CHAPTER 4

STUDENT SELECTION

.GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

Did districts tend to select all eligible students or
did they select recipientsffrom a pool of those
eligible?

- Forty-four percent of the(districts served all
eligible students, while 56 percent ofthe districts
selected program participants from an eligible pool;
however, the percentages varied by district slze (50
percent of the small districts served all eligible
students, while the percentages for medium, large,
and certainty district6 were29, 19, and 28
respe ively). f! '

What'proc ses did the'districts use to select
students?

- Nearly all districts used cutoff scores on achieve-
: ment tests to select students, but they were used
exclusively in only some districts; three-fifths of
all districts reported'that teachers could decide to
give Title I services to students above the cutoff;
a similar number of districts reported that teachers
could decide that students below the cutoff did not
need the services; 25 percent of the districts
reported that one factor congidered was a student's
potentipl for success.

r

!' What did district officials believe might be the
effects of Chapter 1, ECIA student selection require-
ments?

Most Principals and,Title I Directors expected to
use Title I funds for non-Title I students under
"ECIA's "utilize part" provision; and 39 percent of
the Title I Directors expected reduction or dilution
of services to current program participants as a
result. Seventy-one percent ofthe Principals said /I
that they favored the "utilize pakt" provision, but
38 percent warhed4pat a diluted effect or abuses. .of
Title I.funaing could be eXpeCted; 60 percent of the
Title I Directors expected little or no change in
the student pckpulaticn served as a result of the
ECIA "permits" provision, but over one -third of the
Title .I -Directors epxpected that districts would'
serve students who' could benefit the'most and not
necessarily those students furthest behicld.

0
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Does participation of limited - English -proficient [LEP]
and handicapper* students vary signficantly among
districts?

- Practices among districts ranged fiom including all
LEP and handicapped students in Title I to excluding
all of them from Title I.

Are LEP and handicapped students selected under the
same criteria as other program participants?

- Some districts identified a number of conditions
which affected these students' eligibility for
Title I.

Are there differences in the extent to which handi-
capped students are selected, as compared to LEP
students?

LEPs were more likely to be 'admitted to Title I
than were handicapped students.

Do program administrators support district poZ.i-cies

regarding participation of LEP and handicapped chil-

dren? -4

- Most Title I Directors and Principals favored their
districts' policy or practice for serving LEPs and
handicapped students in Title I.

What are teachers' views concerning program participa-
tion. of LEP and handicapped children?

- Regular classroom teachers more strongly favored
serving, multiply eligible students in Titl)f I than
did Title I instructors.

.+1.

101;
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter has two parts. Part one concerns the selection

of studentS--bther than students with limited-English proficiency

'[LEP] or a handicapping condition--for participation in Title I

programs. Part two discusses Title I participation by LEP and

handicapped children. This division of the chapter reflects two

sighificant considerations: (1) the legal proisions goyerning

Title I participation by LEP and handicapped' children Were dif-;

sferent from those applicable to other students, and (2) the

r -

questions raised.by handicapped or LEP students' selection for

Title I were often unique for these two groups.

SELECTION_ OF TITLE I STUDENTS OTHER THAN LEP OR HANDICAPPED
STUDENTS,

Summary of Legal Requirements

From the student populations "of schools dhosen to receive

Title-I funds, Title .I regulations required districts to select

students with the greatest need for compensatory educational

services (§12$(a)).* "Greatest need" was defined in the regu-

lations as furthest behind in educational attainment.' It was

commonly understood, however, that the educable and trainable

mentally retarded, those furthest behind in a literal sensi,.were
<,?

not the primary intended program beneficiaries. These students

were eligible, though, if they were able to benefit from pervices

designed to address special needs caused by educational

*The reference is to the Title I statute. Statute citations can
be distinguished from citations to regulations by the latter's
use of a decimal point (e.g., §201.140).

4
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deprivation (S:-Rep. 856, 95th Co , 2d Sess. 1978, p. A ; 46

F.R. 5136 et seq., §201..1 '(c), January 19, 1981,). '

Determinations of "greatest need" had to be made through an

annual' needs assessment (§124(b)). First, a school, district had

to use "existing and - -to the extent possible--objective data" to

identify" the educationally deprived children 0201.1011. Them' .a

district had to use "specifiedrriteria n and, again, "to the

extent possible, objective data" to select actual- participants

-from a g those eligible' (§201.103( )). Children in greatest,
II

need were hose educationally deprived children who rank lowest

based on whatever educational criteri an LEA uses . . . to

identify and select Title I participants" (Comment to §201.103,.

L .
- -1

e.-46 F.R. 5220, January 19, 1981) The-Olection of the neediest
.,

.

.-\
s.6udents according to this ,method significantly affected the

allocation of Title I resources, since LEAs were required to

distribute their Title I funds "on the basis of the number and

needs of [the] children to be served as determined in accordance'.

with [the needs assessment requirement]" (§124(e)).

The "greatest need" requirement s modified, however, by,

three other policies: First, educationally deprived childre.ri

selected undel- greatet need criteria ih'a previous. year could

continue in T4.tle I programs although t had improved and were

no longer furthest behind (§123(b)). Second, a Title I partici-

pant who transferred midyear tc a non-Title I school could con-

;$.

t .

tinue in the program for.the remaind,of tha school year

(§123(c)). 1ird, children who were eceiving state compensatory
.4

k

educatkon services of the same nature and scope as those provided

1 OS



under Title I could be skipped in the selection of Title I.proj
N,

gram participants (§123(d)).
/

Title I was ametnded in 1978, and legal stendards that were

included in or adopted shortly after these amendments modified
4 e

the re(A ementithat services be limited to 'educationally

A
d privets/ children. One regulation specified that students other:

wis ineligible could receive Title I services on an infliequInt

and incidental basis (§201.71(d), (1981)). Another provision

allowed educators paid by Title I to perform their fair share pf,

noninstructio nal school duties (Wall or cafeteria monitoring, for
'am*

.example), even though such services constituted-general, not

categorical, assistance. ,A third provision allowed very high-
As

overt schools to operate Title I sihoolwide projects and

here0y-s-sr..34? all' .students in the school. Each of these modifi-

cations, however, was limited by standards intended to prevent

dilutipn of services to eligible Title I schools and students.

Though the Chapter 1, ECIA "Declaration of Policy" retains

the central Title I focus on educationally disadvantaged chil -'

dren, one provision 1f the Act states that school diStricts need --

/-
only haye a procedure that "permits" selection of students in

'greatest need (P.L. 97-35, §556(b)(2)). Chapter 1 regulations,

issued July 29, 1982, do not elaborate the statute, but the

Department of Education's [ED's] comments ac mpanying the.regu-
.

lations indicate that this provision should not be "read to allow

services to be provided to children with lesser needs, while
4

leaving more seve rely educationally deprived children with no

'services from anY,sourCe" (47 F.R. 32873 (Ju 29, 1982)).

109
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1-

A draft nonregu labOry guidance document issued by ED April

.22, 1982* states that the "permits"

two Title I policies--district disc
S

P

depriVed children receiving compens

sources, and discretion to continue

in a previous year who are no longe

- re.

provision implicitly retain54

retion tg skip educationally

atory s&vices from other

service to students Selected

in greatest need:

An LEA ay choose to skip certain educar
tional deprivedochildren who may be
receiv g adequate services from other
sources.. Sititilarly, an LEA may continue.to
provide Chapter 1 services to an educationally
deprived child even though he or she .

not one of the children who is currently
most in need of special assistance.

Chapter 1 also authoriZ6 Aistricts to "utilize part" of ,"

their Chapter 1 funds for "411 such children," interpreted in

§200.49 of the regulations to mean "all educationally deprived',

lo;d-income children served by the LEA." The draft guidance

document states this clause "provides h new Gption that was not

available under Titte I," since it allows services to students

not enrolled in an eligible Scliool (-pp. 6-7).
8 The document

states, however, that services for these children must address

their "special educational needs" (p. 9).

Chapter 1 retains the needs assessment requirement

(i556(b)(2)), but Chapter 1 regulations do riot further explain

1'

*U.S. Department of Education, Nonregulatory Guidance to Assist

State Educational Agencies in Administering Federal Finansial

Assistance to Local EducationalAgencies for Projects Designed

to Meet the Special Educational Needs of Educationally Deprived.

Children under Chapter 1.of the Education Consolidation and)
Improvement Act of 1981 (April 22, 1982, draft).

r
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dthe statutory language. /The dtgft guidance

one possible options a procedufe similar to

1-

ous Title regulations (p. 11).

'Unlik Title I, Chapter 1 cofitains

document suggests, as

4
that found in previ-4.

no requirement
-

be distributed to, schools according to the

that funds
4

"number and.needs" of

the children .identified in the needs assessment. The draft guid-

arse document kis() notes that 'districts are not required to serve

attendance areas according to their, concentrations of children

from low-income families

Summary_of Findings

(p. 13)-

-.

The District Practices Study mail survey found that 44 per-
5

cent of the districts (SO, 2'9, 19, and 28 percent of the small,1
4

medium, large, and Very Iarge districts respectively)

Title I services to all eligible students, while the

provided

remainder

selected program participants.from an eligible pool. These data

must be considered with3baution, though; since districts did not

necessarily use'identical concepts of eligibility. In .one dis-

trict, officials might have considered only stude s scoring,
.

below the 25th percentile- on a standardized :teat t be eligible

and, based on that assumption, reported that the district served
. .

all eligible .tudents. Another' district mightnave-d

students scoring below the 50th percentile to be , but

reported that the district selects from this ol of

students only those scoring below the 25th ercentile. Thus,,4

identical practices might have beeh- racterized differently,

depending on a distr* es defi ion of eligibility.

1
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Tables 4-1 through 4-4 report the procedures districts used

to identify the thildrerl who received Title I services, These

data'show that nearly all districtsrlised standa,dized tests, but

teacher judgment was also.a.aign4.ficant factor..

The data also indicate that selection of students for Title

I proirams\as- often a flexible; and sometimes elabo,FAte, proce-

dure involving several nuances and excepti6fis to general rules.

For example, in one district six factors influenced selec-
.

tion of sfudentS to participate in Title I: (1) California

Achievement. Test [CAT] score;.(2) whether a studentwas pre-

.viously served ir. Title I;.(3) referral by a regular program

teacher; (4)- score on locally made screening tests; (5) whether

stats,compensatory education services were available; and (6)

whethei. individual Title I teachers had space available for more

students. In this district, CAT scores were the main criterion

for selection, and..the 15th percentile was the usual cutoff

point. Those scoring west were generally selectecrgWirst, unless

state compensatory education services were available at the grade

level in question and the student was among the 30 scoring

.lowest, who were customarily selected for the state program.

In this same district, which was typical of.many.others,

selection by lowest score; however, was not uniformly followed.

Acstudent refe red by her or. his regular program tqacher, and who

cored belly/ g ade level on the local .screening tests, could be

gi en priority ver a student,with a lower CAT score. Con-
\

vers y, a student initially selected for Title,I based'uipon a

-
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TABLE- 4 -1

REPORT OF *ETHER CUTOFF CRITERION FOR STUDENT
SELECTION WAS FIRM OR WHETHER OTHER FACTORS

WERE ALLOWED TO AFFECT SELECTION

Percent*

Teachers may decide to give assistance to
-students above cutoff point -61

.Teachers may decide some students below
cutoff point do not need services 59

Cutoff criterion quite firm/exceptions
rare 47

Students previously receiving services may 1
qualify even if above cutoff 4

' 40

Students with handicaps-may qualify even
if above cutoff 29

Studehts with limited-English proficiency
may qualify even .if above cutoff 27.

-Potential fpr success is a factor 25

Other/nonspecified 6

o.
, (1,637)**

a

*Percentages in this column do not total 'to 100 percent since
more than on esponse to the question was permitted.

**Number in parentheses below line in this and all subsequent
tables is the number of respondents to this item.

7-9 \
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TABLE 4-2

STUDENT SELECTION PRACTICES AND PROCAURES
REPORTED BY TITLE I DIRECTORS

Cutoff between 25th and 49th percentile

1Combinationiof test scores
'empliasid on test scores

Combina0tIon of test
N^emphasis on teacher

and teacher judgment,
,

scores and teacher,judgment,
judgment

Preference fdr students previously served

'Some students above cutoff served
11,

Exceptions =.to procedure allowed

Combination of test
with no emphasis on

-5

Test scores only

INo exceptions to procedure allowed

scores
either

and teacher judgment,

All`students below cutoff served

No studemi. above cutoff served

PareAtal judgment considered

Cutoff between 1st a 24th percentile used

Ndt aii students belo' cutoff served
II

Other-=.e.g.,'students who can best benefit;
cutoffscore; no preference for students
previously served (all 4% or less)

no

4.

Percent07...'

33

c.

31

29
A

19

19

18

.16

12

12

9

. 8

7

.6

11

(4.00)

CS

"Percentages in this coluMn do not total'to 100 percent since

more than one response to the question was permitted.

A a.
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TABLE 4-3
arr-

PROCEDURES USED TO SELECT TITLE I STUDENTS
REPORTED BY pRINCIPAIC

Percent*

Test scores -

0.6 , '74

Teacher referral 69

No exceptions-to procedure 24

Lowest ranking students served first

Previously served studento eligible

Parent referral

. -

Other--e.g., .clasSroom performance; aortic students
aboVe test score cutoff (all less then 5%)

p

14

9

5

a

(97)

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since,
more than one response to the question was permitted.



TABLE- 4-4

PROCEDURES USED.TO SELECT TITLE I STUDENTS
REPORTED BY TITLE I INSTRUCTORS.

Vest, scores

Percent*

99f

Teacher referral 77'

Previously served students eligible 17

No exceptions to procedure. 16

Parent referral >
9

Lowest ranking students served first 8

Some students above test score cutoff served 1 7

Success in caassroom is a factor 6

Ikalth, an'Other--e.g., socioeconomic,
race are factors; duplicative services
excluded<all less than 3%)

(98),

I

*Percentages in his column do not'total to 100 percent since

more than one response to the question was permitted.

11C
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low CAT score could be returned to the regular program if she or'

.hescored at grade level on the local screening tests. Whether

the studeft was previously served was also relevant,.since these

students were given priority. Some students scoring above the4
0

45th percentile, fand even at the 60th or 70th percentile, could

'be selected for the program in this district*.' This was parti-

cularly likely if theyrrepreviously.servethe regular

,teacher wanted them in the program, they scored below average on

the screening tests, and a given qitle I service appropriate for
C1,1

their needs (such as a reading lab) had spaCt available.

Another district also used a combination of test scores ana

teacher judgment in selecting Title I students; however,the

order in which thbse factors were .applied was reversed. Teachers

made an initial determination of the pool of students likely to

need compensatory services, and only those students were

tested.** This contrasts with the first.district described,

*ED's 1982 Repor to Congress suggests that this was not.an iso-
lated.case: "Di iculties in targeting services on the neediest
is evident, . . 457,000 (16 percent-of the students in. Title 1)%
placed in the upper half of the distribution,"-of achievement
test scores. District Practides Study data, moreover, revealed
that despite the "greatest need" provision, 25 percent of the
districts reported that one factor considered in selecting stu-
dents was "potential for success" in the Title I program.' It is-
not known, however, whether all districts considering this facto
would tend, for this reason, to select relatively-higher scoring'
students.

- **Another district that'relied most' extensively on teacher judg-r
ment rather than test scores reported two types of problems
occasionally had emerged: (1) teachers sending studente'to Title
I solely because they had behavior problems; and (2) teachers
selecting too many'atudents in an effort to get more Title I-
resources for their school. .



which made initial selections base upon test scores, but allowed

these decisions td be overridden by subsequent teacher assess-

:

ment. 0

Teacher judgment was used only to a limited.extent A

another district. Students were-selected according to test
-

ti

scores, and teacher judgment wasused only to determine whether a

student should be retested because of4questions aboutkthe valid-
,

ity ofNthe initial test.scores.
3

b
,A.

t A, different use of test scores
,

and teacher refdrrals
-0

v

occurred in another district, which during-the course of the

year,1 frequently'dhanged the population served by Title I, An
a

initial pool/bf students was deemed eligible on the basis of test

scores. Then teadhers referred different grdtps continuously
-

throughout the year for Titld I services, dep nding.upon which_

'students seemed to need Title I most at the time.*

Interviews conducted during the study. indicated that a.
/

substantial proportion of Principals andrnon-Title I teachers

,preferred to change aspects of the student selection procedures

used in their schools. In fact, 50 percent of the Principals

interviewed stated they implemented parts of:the student selec-
-

-tion procedure solely to comply with legal requirements. Of the

Principals wto, but for legal requirements, would make changes,

37 percent said they desired to 'serve higher-scoring students,
00.

rather than.those furth.est behind.

district-reported-that a primary result of the selection

method was pgovisionaof services to students'other than those
identified as eligIble.for Title I.' The Principals and teachers

this. district expressed considerable satisfaction with this

. arrangement.
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Those Principals, however, apparently included many who were

misinformed about the law. In response to the same question, 41

percent stated they would prefer to use-more teacher judgment in

the student selection, 35 percent stated they woula rely less on

test scores, 8 peicent said they wanted to discontinue exclusion

of handicapped children, a'hd 6 percent stated-they wanted to look

more closely at skills needed by the program participants%

Federal_law prohibited none of, these practices.

Non-Title I teachers were-found to share many of theelPrinci-

pals' sentiments, though 37 percent said they would make no

changes in the student selection process used by their schools.
sa.

Thirteen percent wanted ea give more emphasis to serving-students

.best able to benefit from the program, and would like to see kess

emphasis on serving those fuOthest behind. Fourteen percent

4 stated the Aogram ghould not be limited to students from poverty

arcs. Twenty-one percent thought more teacher input and less

reliance on tests would be desirable.' Nineteen percent said they

wanted to serve more stud64Its or more grades.

0

Table 4-5 reports data on a 'rrelated topic,8 the extent to

_which districts' were using the Title I option to, serve non-Title

I students on an "incidental basis." Thirty-percent of the dis-

trictstricts were unaware of this option, ut, in general, it was more

popmlar in smaller rather than larger districts. Thirty percent

of the small districts used it, while the comparable figure for

-4 large-districts was 16 percent, Inter.vieWs' of Title I teachers

indicated that 26 percent of the teachers provided Title .I

services to nori-Title I students.



TABLE 4-5 %

a

PERCENT USE CT 1978 PROVISION. ALLOWING SERVICE

TO NON-TITLE STUDENTS ON ''INCIDENTAL BASIS'

) DISTRICT SIZE 1
/

Perdent Small Percent Medium Percent Large Percent All

Districts Districts tistricts Districts

Aware of provision but

do not use it; services

are strictly limited

to eliiple students

Not aware of provision

Some non-Title I students

are receiving services

120

40 54 63' 45

31 31 22 30

30 15 16 . 26

=MINAWVI
MM.M.116

(300) ( 97) (433) (36)
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a*,
r

Another Title I opt continuation of services to students
. .

transferred mid-year tA).non-Title I Nhools, was found to be used

in half the districts experiencing such transfers. These dis-
.

tricts, however, were only 3 percent of the total districts,sur-

\ 41b.\Adreyed by mail.

Ta.b\s 4-6 through 4-10 report local officials' vj.ews of the

Chapter ECIA "Pergiits-" and "utilize part provisions.

Seventy-one percentof the Piincipals favored the "utilize part"
r

clausejTable 4-8), but 38 percent agreed- with 60 percent of the

Title I Directors.that dilution of,services to those currently in

Title I progelaDs--might result (Tables 4-7 and 4-9). Forty-four

percent of the districts surveyed said they wouldrnot ". utilize

part" of.their.funds for students not now served, but an equal

?percentage of districts said they would. Thirty percent, though,

said they would do so on a minimal basis (Table 4-6).

Table 4-10 indicates that, under the "permits" provision,

only 37 percent of the-districts planned td limit participation

in their programs to students furthest behind. Seventeen percent

of the Title I Directors reported that pressures exist to serve

studentslother tha those in greatest need.

Summary:

Approximatel half of the school districts, but many more

stall districts han large districts, reported serving all stu-
,

dents eligible or Title I cograms. Eligibility and selection

involved Use o achiev nent est reaults and-"cutoff" scores in

nearly all districts, but overall, the student selection prodesS

122
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TABLE A-6

REPORTS OF LIft,ELY DISTRICT PRACTICES UNDER
CHAPTER 1 'UTILIZE PART" PROVISION

Nochange/will only provide services to
selected students

SoMe schools occasionallyouay provide
minimal services to other studdhts

Most schools occasionally may provide
minimal services to other students

Some schools regularly may provide
services to other students

Most schools regularly may provide
services to other 'students

Informed interpretation is'not
possible

p

4-1p.

\A23

Percent

44

. 24

B

3

.6

(341)



TABLE 4-7

',TITLE I DIRECTORS' EXPECTATIONS REGARDING EFFECTS
OF THE CHAPTER.1 "UTILIZE PART" PROVISION

ti

Percent*

Will dilute sevices 60

Will not affect district much 40
#

Will be able .to serve more students 13

Program will become general aid 11
\ 0

Will not reduce services in- district 8

Distribution will be based_mord on
educational deprivation than,economic need 8

Other--e.g., does not pose threat; PAC
will not permit misuse of funds (all less
than 5%)

L

S

20

(86)

*Percentages do not total to 100.peircent since more than one
response to the question was permitted.

124
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TABLE 4-8

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS WHO FAVOR "UTILIZE PART"
PROVISION'OF CHAPTER 1

In favor

Not in favor

No answer given

Don't know

4

z

4-20

125

Percent

71

16

7

6

(249)



TABLE -9-

PRINCIPALS' EXPECTATI S REGARDING EFFECTS OF
CHAPTER°1 "UTILI E PART" PROVISION

CDilution/abuses of Title I funding

,Serve marginal students

Use Title I materials for all

No change in overall effectiveness

Better able to serve children

After Title I students are served,
serve marginal students

O

Percent*

38

2/

22

22

12

7

(249)

*Percentages do not total to'100 percent sincemore than one
response to the question was permitted.



TABLE 4-10

REPORT OF LIKELY DISTRICT POLICIES UNDER .CHAPTER 1
PROVISION REQUIRING PROCEDURE THAT "PERMITS"

SELECTION OF STUDENTIN GREATEST NEED \.

No change--continue to serve only
students fprthest-behind

May serve some
behind if they

/ Primarily serve st
some funds to othe
(e.g.., gifted an

students not furthest
can benefit from prcgram

dents, furthest behind;
"special need" students

alented students)

Use most funds for other "special
need" students while serving'some students
furthest behind

Informed interpretation not possible
at this time'

127
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. Percent

37'

39

1

12

(344)



was flexible, employed teacher judgment, and included discretion

to select some students scoring above the cutoff, as well as to

reject some who'scored below.

District officials; for the most part,' expected the

Chapter 1, ECIA "permits" provision to alter somewhat the popu-

lation receiving Federal compensatory services; most Title I

Directors, however, believed the ECIA "utilize part" provasion

-Might produce some changes; including dilution of services to

those now participating in_Title I.

SELECTION OF LEP AND HANDICAPPED STUDENTS FOR TITLE I PROGRAMS

The first section of this chapter discussed policies and

practices of school districts for selecting students, other than

the handicapped or those with limited-English profici ncy, :to

receive Title,I services. This section focuses upon /-students Who

are eligible for both Title I and one or more other categorical

programs,
4

specifically, English as a second language SESL] or

. bilingual, or special education programs. Regarding distriot

practices in this area, the data reveal the following:

Practices among
and handicapped
them from Title

Some districts
affected these

districts, ranged from including all LEP
students in Title Ito excluding.all of
I.

identified a numbe.r of conditions which-
students' eligibility for''Title I.

LEPs were More likely to be admitted
were handicapped udents.

to Title I than

Most Title I Directors and Principals favored their
districts' policy or practice for serving LEPs
handiciapped students in- 'Title I.

and



Regular classroom teachers more strongly favored
serving multiply eligible students in Title I than did
Title I instructors.

Summary of Legal Requirements

Students who are educationally deprived due to limited

proficiency in English or a handic.apping condition have been

considered legally eligible for Title I services since the begin-,

ning of the program in 1965. The Supre Court's decision in- Lau

v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974),-however, and congressional

enactment of §504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C.

§706) and P.L. 94-142's amendmerits,to, the Education of the

Handicapped Act (20 U.S.C. §1401, et seq.) raised questions

concerningthe provision- of -Title I services to LEP and handi-

capped students.

In Lau the Court held that districts receiving Federal

funds must take affirmative steps, using non - Federal funds, to

ensure the effective participation of LEP children in school-
\

program$ The decision was based on''l-egulations interpreting

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits

recipients of Federal aid from discriminating

national origin.

the basis of

This decision poseda problem, in legal interpretation under

Title'I. Three principles deeded to be reconciled: (1) stu-

;dents could not be emcluded from Title I programs because of

their national origin; (2 )- districts-had-to-use non-Federalfunds

to ensure effective participation of LEP children in Chooi pro-
.

4

grams, and,(3) Ti.Cle I services had to supplement not supplant
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services required to be provided with non-Federal funds. The

apparent dilemma was that exclusion of LEP children from ALle I

programs might appear to violate the first principle, while

inclusion of these students might imply that they were not par-

ticipating effectively in regular school programs and that

Title I funds were being used for services non-Federal funds

should provide.

P.L. 94-142 and §504 posed a similar problem regarding

handicapped students. These laws reqiiired districts receivang

Federal funds to use non-Federal funds to provide handicapped

students- an appropriate education. They also prohibited dis-

-

trictsfrom limiting handicapped students' access to any special

or regular programs. Again, the'apparent dilemma was that handl.-

capped students could not be denied, Title I services merely.,

because they were handiCapped. However, if they were included in

Title I programs, it might be the case that the district was

failing to meet its obligation to use non-Federal funds to pro-

vide them an appropriate education. That ist, that Federal funds

were being used to supplant rather. than supplerait the services

-which states and local scklcol districts were to provide.

Title I regulations promulgated January 19, 1981 (46 Fed.

Reg. 5136, et seq.), established detailed standards addressing

the issues involved in serving LEP and handicapped students in

the Title I program (§§2017140-201.141). These stLidards

reflected three general principles: (1) Title I funds should not

be used to meet obligations imposed by other Federal or state

130
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laws; (2) Title I programs had to be designed to address special

needs resulting from educational deprivation, not needs relating

solely to a handicapping condition or limited proficiency 'in

English; and (3) students should be selected for Title I programsw

based on uniform criteria, applicable to all students and

relating to educational deprivation.

ECIA retains the requirement that Chapter 1 services

supplement, not supplant, services required to be provided with

non-Federal funds and Title VI, §504 and P.L. 94-142 have not )

been repealed, but neither ECIA nor its implementing regulations

set standards--similar to the January 19, 1981, Title I regula-

tions--for providlon of Chapter 1 services to handicapped or LEP

students.

Summary of Findings

District Policies and Practices for Serving Handicapped and
LEP Students in Title I Programs

In general, LEP students were more likely .to be admitted to

the Title 1 program than were handicapped students in districts

where both, groups attended. Foity-four percent of the districts-
.

repAte'd that all handicapped students in Title I schools who net

the cutoff criteria were eligible for Title I services; on the

other hand, about one-fourth of the districts reported that no

handicapped students were eligible' (see Table 4-11). In compari-

son, 67 percent of 'the districts that servedLEPs indicated that

all limited or non-English-proficient students were deemed eligi-
L

ble for Title I services if they met the Title I cutoff. Only 5

percent of the districts considered LEPs ineligible f?r. Title I.
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Moreover, 14 percent of the districts Which had LEP-students

repcirted that only LEPs were eligible' for Title I; that. is, the
at,

9

Title I program was designed specifically to serve LEP students.
S

3
.There are at least three pgssible explanations for the

reported excabsiolof all handicapped students from the Title I

program in 24 percent of-the districts surveyed. First, school

districts may have automatically excluded handicapped students,

in which case they would have been in violation of Section 504 of

the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and of Title I guidelihes.

districtS may have considered handicapped students ineligible for

Title I because they could not benefit from the program.

Finally, Title I Directors may not have been aware of who was.

\legally defined as handicapped. For example, some Title I

'.Directors did not know. that speech impairment. is one kind of ,

handicap..

Approximately, one -third of the mail.questionnaire respon=

dents (32 percent) reported that handicapped students could

receive Title I services uhder certain conditions (see Table

4-11). Conditional criteria for the inclusion of LEP students

were used in only 15percent cip.f.-"the districts. A number of the

conditions mentioned for the inclusion of handicapped students-in

Title I were the same as those mentioned for the inclusiqn of

LEP students. Some examples were:

If the student could benefit from Title I

If the student needed Title I

132
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TABLE 4 -11

USUAL DISTRICT' POLICY OR PRACTICE FOR DETERMINING TITLE I
ELIGIBILITY FOR HANDICAPPED AND LEP STUDENTS

Handicapped Districts

All handicapped students
in Title I schools who
meet the cutoff criteria
are eligible for Title I

Students are eligible
depending on certain
conditions

No handicapped students
are eligible for Title I.

/

LEP.Districts*

All limited or non-
English-proficient
students in Title I

44- cutoff_criteria are
eligible for. Title I 67

Students are eligible,"
depending on certain

32 conationg 15

Title I serves only-,
limited-English-pro-
ficient students . 14 4

No limited or 'non-
24 English-proficient

_.students are eligible
for Title I

(415) (72)*

*This small N results from the relatively small proportion of
districts nationwide that enrolled a substantial number of LEP

students. ik

4 -28
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(1'
If the student could function in the Title I class

If the student qualified for Title I under the standard
district selection procedures

Some districts' practices in serving handicapped students in

the Title I program were based.on policies which included some t

types of handicapped students in the program while excluding

others. There was a tendency for students who were speech

impaired, physically handicapped; emotionally disturbed," visually

'handicapped, or heaking impaired to be eligible for Title I,

while educable mentally retarded [EMR] and trainable mentally

retarded [TMR] students tended to be excluded.

One of the most difficult decisions for local administrators

providing Title I services to handicapped students was whether

learning disabled [LD] students should be included in the Title I

program., More Title I and Special Education Directors deemed LD

students eligible than ineligible for TitlelI, but the reverse

was true for Principals. This difference in the reporting of

policy for LD students probably reflects the difficulty of estab-

lishing policy in the LD area.

Sometimes districts did not have ,policies to exglude

ply eligible students from Title I prograths, but in practice few

of these students were served in Title I. For example, one

district had no policy that prOhiblted,serving LEPs in Title I,

but in order to receive Title-I services, students had to score

below a certain cutoff level on an achievement test administered

in English. Since LEPs were not given achievement tests in

English until the third. grade,-the result was that all LEPs below
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the third grade did not receive Title I services. The policy of

several districts was to include handicapped students in Title I

if there was space; in practice, there was no space. Another

district's policy was to consider handicapped students eligible

for Title I, yet in practice only the speech impaired were parti-

cipants in the Title I program in that district.

Another factor in determining whether handicapped or LEP

students- should be included in Title I was schedilling. Both

administrators and teachers expressed concern about pulling

students out of the classroctm for an extended period of time and

fragmenting the instructional program. Districts developed

different policies to deal with the scheduling problem. For

instance, districts frequently did not serve handicapped or LEP.

students in the Title I program if they received more than half

of their-instruction outside the regular classroom. Decisioris

about the inclusion of handicapped studentsfin the-Title I

program were frequently made (45 percent of the case study

districts) during school-based, handidapped otudents' multidisci-

plinary team meetings. In these,districts, the selection of

multiply eligible students into the Title I program was based'on

one or more of the following procedures: (1) conducting intensi-

fied testing, (2) letting pa-ents pick the.program,they'pre-

ferred, (3) making the der: ion during a staff team,meeting, and

(4) basing the deci:on on space available. in the program.

However, 36 percent of the Title I Directors in districts with

LEP students -Teported their districts did not have a_special
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formal policy regarding the selection of LEP students into the

Title I program, and 58 percent of the Title I Directors in

districts with handicapped students reported no special pro-

cedures for identifying and selecting handicapped students-for

Title I services. Thirty-five percent said that such a formal

policy existed,in their district; 58 percefitsaid.that it did

not.

When Title I, instructors were interviewed 'to find out if

they were teaching LEP and handicapped students during the.rprior

school year as well as the current school year, 32 percent

.reported that they 1;1 LEP students in the Title I program this

year, and,31 percex- r,Lported them in the program the previous

year Isee Table 4-121. Thirty-two percent of these instructors

reported they were serving handicapped students in Title I this

year and 41 percent said that they had served them the previous

year ,We can only speculate that the difference in percentage

between the number of Title I instructors reporting serving

) handicapped students resulted because the data were gathered at

the start'of the school yer and thus the identification of stu-

dents needing special education might not have been completed.

The majority of districts indicated no changes over 'the past.,.

, -
three years in polic4sfor serving handicapped and LEP students

in the Title I program. )KThe mean length of time the current pol-
,

i y or practice had been in effect was 3.2 years for providing

itle I services to LEP students and 5.7 years for handicapped

studet1 .

13C
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TABLE 4 -12

TITLE I SERVICES TO LEJ? AND HhNDICAPPED,STUDENTS
DURING 1980-81 AND 19814ZCHOOL YEARS

REPORTED BY TITLE 'T,INTRUCTORS

1980-81 1981-82

Percent of Title I instructors
who reported teaching LEPs in

Title I 31 32

Peicent of Title I instructors
who reported to ching handicapped
students in Title I '41 32

4-32
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0
While the majority of ESL/Bilingual'Directors.and Special

\
EducationpDirectors reported that Title I funds played no role in

deciding grade levels, subject, or program design in their prop

grams, 18 percent of the Special Education Directors suggested

that Title I reduced the number of referrals to special education

and/or tlie number of students receiving special education. .The

following examples are illustrative:

There was an increase in 'special education after the
sixth grade when Title I ended.

When Title I was added to the junior high, there was a
decrease in requests for special edudation money at
this level.

Title I provides enough-remedial.service to.keep some
students but of the LD program.

liIn s mmary, the practices among districts ranged from

including all LEP or handicapped students in Title I to excluding

them all. Some districts identified a number of conditions such

as specific levels of English proficiency or severity of handl-
,

capping, conditions which affected'the decision of student eligi-
;

bility for Title I. ,Generally, these policies enabled LEPs to be

more readily admitted to Title I than are handicapped students.

Administratorb and Teachers' Attitudes about Their
Districts' Policies and Practices for Includin
Multiply Eligible .Students in the Title I Program

During site visits, administrators and teachers were asked

for their views bri their districts' policies or practices of

including or excluding LEP and handicapped students in the

Title I.program. In those districts for which this inquiry was

relevant, a preponderance of Title I Directors favored their
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current district policies (86 percent for both LEP and

handicapped policies). These Title .I Directors registered a

slightly higher level°of disapprovill for their litrict's poli-

cies pertaining to handicapped students' participation in the'

program when compared to policies for LEP students (12 percent

disapproval for handicapped policies vs. 9 percent disapproval

for LEP policies). This slightly higher disapproval rate was due

to less ambivalence about districts' polities Dm the iartici-

pation of handicapped students in the Title I prograT (see Table

. 4 -13).. One dhoti note, however, that this question as it

pertained to LEP studentS-Wis not relevant for 65 percent of the

Directors because their districts had few or no LEP students. In

contrast, only 14,percent of the Title I'Directors deemed this

question not applicable with regard to handicapped students.

Principals in Title I schools were less favorably disposed

to their districts' policies on handicapped st.udentepartici-
t

pation in Title I (see Table 4-13). A substantially higher per-

cent of Principals for whom this question was relevant expresied

bivalence ab ut their districts' p6licies or practices for

includingor exclud ng handicapped students in the Title X

program. (28 perben for Principals vs. 12 percent for Title I

Directors). On the other hand., Principals' attitudes about these

policies for LEP 'student6 were slightly more favorable'than the
.

Title I Directors' (90 percent favorable rating by Principals vs.

86 percent favorable rating by Title I Directors). The'source of

the Principals' dissatisfactio4 with the policies for handicapped
r- ,
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TABLE p4 -13

7.

ADMINISTRATOR ATTITUDES TOWARD DISTRICT POLICY/PRACTICES OF
INCLUDING/EX5JUDING LEP AND HANDICAPPED STUDENTS IN TITLE I

Percent of
Title I Directors:-

Perceht of
Peincipals

Handicapped .LEP Handicapped LEE
. .

34Favor district policy/practice 74
Ir

30 '59

Do not favor district policy/practice 11 3 10

Ambivalent about district,
policy/practice \:1 2 29

L

0
Not applicable, missing data 14 65 2

(100) (100) (182)

k

14.0.

61

(182)

r.



students was highI' speCific to the districts' policies, but

ranged fr6m sentiments that:the program was too exclusive tc5 the

progam was too inclusive in its services-to handicapped st'udent

This dissatisfaction, where it did exist, often appeared to be
4

related to the requirements of providing special services to

handicapped, students under P.L. 94-a142 and otherpFederal and

, 4state special education mandates rather than exclusively with

district-level Title I policy.,

n response to a question about desired changes in the way
.

students -were selected for Title I, most regular teachers did not

consider any changes in the proCedure to be necessary.'

When regular classroom-. teachers were interviewed regarding

their preference for including LEP and handicapped students in,

Title I,,73 percent felt that' LEPs should be able to receive

Title I while 18,percent expressed "no preferenc-, (see Table

4 -14). Seventy percent said that handicapped students should be

eligible for Title 17 percent felt that they should generally

be excluded; and 13 perdent said th t it would depend on the type

and severity of the handicap. ; Some chers said that LEP stu--
, 1

dents needed the extra help that Title I could provide especially

in the areas of oral language, vocabulary, and reading, but 6

percen felt that LEPs should,liave their own-program. Others

lt that if other programs were not available for LEPs, they

shouldethen-be served in Title Some teachers opposed serving

LEPs in Title T becOse they felt'thatTitle I teachers did not
4.1

'have the special training that is necessary to instruct LEP

students.
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TABLE 4-14

TEACHER PREFERENCES ON SERVING HANDICAPPED AND LER STUDENTS IN TITLE I.

Regular Teacher

Handicapped

Should be able' to receive Title I
70* services k_

Should generally be .excluded from
17. Title I

.

9t.

Depends on the sverity and/or type
13 of handicap.

Others--e.g., depends on the indi-
vidual studentall nonhandicapped
students should be served first (all

18 2% or less)

LEP

%.

Should be able to receive Title I
73* services
18 .No preference.
6 LEPs shoUld have their own program 4

Title I could be used.to help with oral.
6 languR.gei vocabulary, and reading,
4 LEPs. are low and need extra. help

Others--e.g., no special program is
.11 available for LEPs (all 3% or less)

(198) (200)

Title I Instructor

Handicapped

Should be in program.28* 44*
16 Should not ,be in program 9
18 No preference 18

`31 Conditional/depends .

6 Not available, missing response 29

(275) (275)

LEP,

Should be in program
Should not be in program
No preference

Not available, missing response'

*Percentages in this column do not:total to 100 percent since
questionwas permitted.
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In comparisoa to the 73 percent of regular teachers who

favored including LEP students in Title I, only 44 percent of

the Title I instructors felt that_LEPs should be included. Simi-

larly, 70 percent of the regular teachers favored" the inclusion

of handicapped students in Title I while only 28 percent of the

Title I instructors "favored the inclusion of handicapped students

in Title I (see Table 4-14). Thirty-one percentof the Title I

instructors expressed' conditions under which handicapped studen s

should or should not be included in Title I. Typical respons s

included: (1) it depended on the severity and/or type of handi-

cap, (2) if handicapped students needed Title I services they

should get them, and (3) ndicapped students should be included

as long as they did not t e away, all the instructional time from

the nonhandicapped Iudents." Conditions under which Title I

instructors favored including LEPs in Title I were (1) if the

Title I program could provide ESL or bilingual teachers, (2) if

special materials could be obtained, and (3) if LEPs spoke

English adequately. A few Title I instructors mentioned that

they did not have the expertise to instruct LEP or handicapped

studencs,

One plausible reason why regular teachers strongly favored

srexving handicapped and LEP children in Title I programs.is that

601M- regular teachers may have viewed,the Title I program as a

means of getting extra services fbr the handicapped and LEP

students. Other regular teachers may have viewed the Title I

program as a "dumping ground" for LEP students. The Title.I

-141
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instructors, on the other hand, may have been more hesitant to

serve these students if they lacked necessary training and

experience in teaching these students.

In summary, the majority of Title I Directors and Principals

for whom the question was relevant reported favoring their dis-

tricts' policies and practices.on serving LEP and handicapped

students in Title' I. Regular classroom teachers more strongly

favored seriIing these students in Title I than did the Title I

instructors.

4-39
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CHAPTER 5.,

PROGRAM DESIGN .

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

chapter summarizes data from the District Practices

Study pertaining to the program design aspecteof Title f-pro-
.

jects. For the purpose of this analysis, the program/design

featurcis of Title I include the grade levels and subject areas\

served by the program, the intensity of Title I instruction,

-characteristics of the Title I staff, and the service delivery.

models used (i.e., inclass vs. pullout design). 'These aspectsof

the Title I program as'wejll as local educators' rationales for

'.their program decisions, their perceptions of the problems and

benefits'of the program design requirements in the 1978 legal

framework of the program and certain cross-time patterns are

summarized in this chapter. The following are the specific ques-

tions.that guided our study of program design and related find-

ings:

What grades do Title I programs serve?

*Title I services were concentrated at the elementary
level.

.

- A much lower percentage of districts serve children
in prekindergarten, kindergarten, junior high, and
senior high.

- Thirty-two percent'of all districts reported sub-
stantial dhanges in the number of children served
at any grade level.

- At the secondary level, districts tended to add or
drop whole grades; at 'the elementary level, dis-.
tricts tended to increase-or dectease the numbers of
childry served in a particular grade.



The major reasons for
budget -changes, staff
needs assessments and
changes.

changes in grades served were
recommendations, results of
evaluations, and demographic

What subjects do Title I programs provide?

- Ninety-seven percent of the Title I Directors indi-

cated that reading was,ihe most important component
of their programs.

Se

- About two-thirds said that their programs provide

mathematics.

- Relatively fw districts offered. English as a second

language, handicapped, or vocational education ser-

vices.

- Thirty percent of the districts reported significarit
changes in Title I subjects.

- The main reasons for .changes were changes in Title I
findings, results of needs assessments and evalu-

ations, staff and parent recommendations, and
changes in state mandates.

How concentrated are Title.I services?

- On average, there were 9.8 children in a Title I
class and an average pupil-to-instructor-ratio of
4.5 to 1.

- The average class period lasted 44 minute's and
usually took place during the school day.

- Nearly two-thirds of the Title I districts removed.
students from regular classrooms to receive inetruc- .

tion.

What are the characteristics of Title I teachers?

- The average Title I teacher had 5.5'years of,experi-

ence.

Title'I teachers spent nearly 60 percent of their

time working with children; lesson planning, paper-
work, and meetings°.tpok up most of their remaining

time.

Forty-fiva...percent of the TitleI Dieectors said
that there were-constraints affecting the qtAlity of
Title I staff, including lower pay for' Title I
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.

teachers; inability to tenure,Title I teachers, and
high turnover.

- Eighty -eight percent of the principals interviewed
were satisfied with their Title I teaching staff.

or What .changes have occurred in Title I staffing and
-curd .culum pproaches since 1978?

- Forty-two percent of the distridts made some change
in staffing or curriculum.

Changes in fundinWlevels tended to havemore influ-
ence on .staffing .atterns, whereas staff recommenda-
tions had more influence on curriculum changes.

What changes would Title I Directors like to see made
in4prograt design?

Only 28 percent said thy wanted to make program
design dhanges.

.

- The main areas of desired change included grades
served, staff.composition, and pullout Ns. inclass.

- 'Besides lack .of.funds, the barriers to change
included concerns aboutcompliance, non-Title I and
Title I staff opposition, SEA opposition, and 'LEA
apposition.

Why do districts choose a pullout, or inclass program 4

design?

OIer 90 percent of the districts employed a pullout
design exclusively or combined pullout and inclass
models.

4-- Thirty percent of the districts- reported using
inclass designs.

Large districts were more likely than small or
Medium-sized districts to employ an inclass model.

- . Title I. ,Directors reported that the main reason they
used one model nveg another was they considered the
model to be educationally superior.
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FEDERAL REGULATIONS FOR TITLE I PROJECT DESIGN'

Federal regulations allowed considerable flexibility i 'the

design of Title I projects. They did not -specify the grade

levels to be served, the subjects to be taught,the time periods.

in which to deliver project s ervices, or the resources (including
t

.
,tin

.-, .

the type of staff and materials) to 1:4 used. Nor did the statute -

or regulations prescribe'a particular delivery model (e.g..,

inclas6 or pullout).

Several features of Title I project design; however,.were

The results.of required evaluation., of Title I,projects
were to be used in planning and improving subsequent
projects (§200.50).

The project must be of "sufficient size, slope and.
quality" (§200.5I). That is, the educational objec-
tives of the project must be directly related to the
special educational needs of participating children,
and plans for the utilization of resources must,show
reasonable-promise of substantial progress toward o.

meeting student needs. In addition, the project must
be "concentrated on a sufficiently limited number of
-services and a sufficiently limited number of children
to show reasonable promise of substantial progress"
(§200.51 (c).

Title I funds must not be used'to provide general aid
(§200.52).

addressed in the regulations,:

Expenditures for a Title -I project must involve at
least $2500 of Title I funds (§200.53):

Educational agencies were encouraged to include program
components which would sustain the educational gains of
participants. Examples included summer schOol proAects
and projects at the junior highs middle school, and
secondary school levels (§200.54)-

.

Educational agencies were encouraged, but not required,,
to develop an individualized educational plan for each
participating Chi d (§206.55).
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o .
The coordination of Title I instructional services with
services provided under other programs, including the
regular instructional program provided by the LEA, was
encouraged (§200.40).

Two personnel requirements were contained in the Federal

Title I regulations. First, aides and volunteers who provided

Title I-services were to have been given training by the' educa-
\.

tional agency. Second, Title .I instructors could be assigned

noninstructional duties such as lunchroom and,playground super-

vision under the following Conditions:

These noninstructional duties were limited, rotating,

and supervisory.

Personnel with functions similar to those of the
Title I personnel, but who were not paid with Title I
funds, were assigned to these noninstructional duties
at the same school site.

These noninsructional-duties did not,include'zalk52i-
tute teaching of a. non- Title .I class pr regular super-
vision of a homeroom .

Title I personnel did not perform any duties for pay
that non-Title I personnel performed without pay.

The proportion of total work time tat Title I person-
nel-at the same school site spent performing these non-
instructional duties did not exceed the lesser Of
either:

- The proportion of total work time that non-Title I
personnel spent 'performing these noniristructionai

duties; or

- Ten percent of the Title I person's totLl work time

.REPORT OF FINDINGS

Grades.Served

Title I services were concentrated at the elementary level.

At least'70 percent of all Title I school districts provided



services at each of the grades from one through six (see Figure

5-1). Grades seven and eight were served by approximately half

of all Title I districts, whereas grades nine through twelve were

served by less than one-fourth of the districts. Twenty-seven

percent of all Title I districts provided Title I services.at the

kindergarten leve nly 4 percent provided services at the pre-

kindergarten leve

The grades m st frequently served in iitle I programs were

second and third (85 percent of all Title I districts). Beyond

grade three as a grade level increased, the percentage of dis-

.tricts providing services at that level decreased. The decrease

was particularly steep between grades six and seven and grades
4fthwaiw

eight and 'nine, which are often the transition grades from ele-

mentary school to junior high and junior high to senior high.

Mail questionnaire districts were asked about changes in

grades served since 1978. Thirty two percent reported a substan-

tial change (10 percent or more) in the number of students served

at any rade level. At the secondary level, districts tended to

drop or add entire grades, Wher_eas_at_the-elementar41-level-dis

tricts tended to increase or decrease the number of students

served in the various grades (see Figure 5-2). In addition, at

each of the elementary grades, the percentage of districts

increasing the number of students served within a grade or adding

a grade was about the same as the percentage of districts

decreasing the number of students served or dropping the grade.

On the other hand, at the secondary level, the percentage of dis-

tricts decreasing the number of students served within a grade
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FIGURE 5-2
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L
or dropping's. grade was almost twice the percentage of districts

increasing the number or.adding a grade (see Table 5-1). This

pattern of changes in grades served since 1978 provides further

evidence of the continued emphasis on, the elementary level in

Title I programs. Districts generally had elementary Title I

programs and may have increased or decreased the number of sti.1-1'

dents served in these grades, but rarely 'dropped an entire ele-

mentary grade. At the'secondary level, however, there was a

.greater tendency to drop grade levels due to budget 'cuts. or other

reasons.

Districts gave several reasons for changes i grades served

including:.

Chariqes in Title I funding level (51 percent)

Teachers' or Principals recommendations (31 percent)

Data from formal needs surveys (29 percent)

Results of formal Title I Program evaluations
(26 percent)

Demo aphic changes (19,percent)*

The proyisi of Title I services at the various grade

'levels was relate to, district size. Gener ally, the larger the

district, the mo likely it was that any given grade level was

served (see Tale 5-2

*Percen ges do not total to 100.percent since more than one
res e to the question was permitted:
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TABLE 5-1

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS THAT MADE CHANGES IN THE NUMBER
OF STUDENTS SERVED SINCE 1978

Percent of
Districts ,

that Added
or Increased*

Percent of
Districts
that Dropped
or'Decreased*

PK

K

1

2 .

13

20

3

15

23

2 22 28

3 24 25

4 22 25

5 23 27

6 19 35 .

7 18 32.

8 18 28

9 10. 19

10 6 13

11 5 13

12 6 13

*Percentages are, based on the number of districts reporting
substantial change in number of students served for any grade
level. Percentages in these columns do not total to 100 percent
since more than one response to the question was permitted.



TABLE 5-2

PERCENT OF SMALL, MEDIUM, LARGE
AND VERY LARGE DISTRICTS SERVING

TITLE I STUDENTS AT EACHGRADE LEVEL
DURING-THE 1981-82'SCHOOL YEAR* .

Percent
of

Small
Districts

Percent
of

Medium .

Districts

Percent
of.

Large :

Districts

Percent
of ..

Very
Large

Districts Total

PK 2' 7 15. 43 4

K 25 .. 28 .42 60 27

1 73 74 79 80 74

2 85 86 88 90 85

3 85 87 89 93 85
9

4 83 84 8 90 84

5 80 . .81 8 90 . 81

6 71 71 76 90 71

7 50 51 34 .77 50

8 47 4 51 70 47

9 21 29 34 67 23

10 16 21 27
.

60 18

11 12 - 18 20 , 53 14

12 .11 i -15. 18 47 12

(737//:** ...(600) (305) . (17) (1,659),

*Percentages are computed .using the numbet of districts which
actually served students at each grade level.

**Number in parentheses below line in this- -and all subsequent
tables is the number of respohdents to this item.
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Title I Directors in the representative site visit sample
4

were asked why their districts decided to haveTitle I services

above the elementary grades. In districts with secondary level

Title I programs, about one-third (31 percent) said-that the

decision was based on test results and needs assessments (see

Tlble 5-3). One-fifth of the Directors said it was their desire

'to serve as many needy students as possib1e. A similar percept-

age of Directors (19 percerit) said that they had the money avail-

able or had always served secondary students. Fifteen percent

explained that they wished to provide a continuity of services or

that the parents wanted secondary students to be served by

Title I.(14 percent). Twelve percent of the Directors said that

the decision to serve the secondary grades was made because

school personnel wanted it or the stateTitle I office had recom-

mended it.

The most common problem faced by districts offering Title 1

services at the secondary level concerned scheduling and deter-

mining which subjects would be missed given the departmentalized .

nature of secondary instruction (73 percent)..

ig supplementary was the problem cited by 42 percent of the dis-

tricts (see Table 5-4). The third most cited, problem was the

reluctance of secondary students to participate. Other responses

(all less than 12 percent) included concerns over course credits,

getting teachers to teach in Title I, securing cooperation from

secondary school administrators, and availability of space.

When Title I Directors were asked tif these problems were

different from those encountered in designing a Title I project
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ABLE 5-3

,REASONS FOR DECIDING TO PROVIDE
TITLE I SERVICES IN SECONDARY

GRADES REPORTED BY TITLE I DIRECTORS.

Formal data (needs assessments, test results)

Serve as many students as possible

Had available funds

Have always served secondary students; decision
made long ago

To provide continuity of service

Paients wanted to serve secondary students

School personnel wanted to serve secondary students

Emphasis of state Title I office

Informal judgment

Grade span of -schools

Others--e.g., district
institution of minimum
school board decision

staff wanted it,
competency requirements,
(all less than 9%)

Percent*

31

20

19

19

14

12

12

12

-n

39

(65)

*Percentages in this column do not total "td 100 pefcent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.
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TABLE 5-4

TYPES OF PROBLEMS IN DESIGNING
TITLE I PROJECTS FOR SECONDARY

STUDENTS REPORTED. BY TITLE I-DIRECTORS

Scheduling, determining which subjects
will be missed

Percent *!

73 I

Determining whether services are supplementary 42

Reluctance of students to participate

Convincing teachers to design and teach
secondary Title I courses

Securing the cooperation of secondary
school administrators

22

Others--e.g., other funding not available,
availability of space (all less than 3%)

. 12

(411)

*Percentages in thie column do not total to 100 percent
more than. one respoase to the question was permitted.
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for the elementary grades, one-third (3.3 percent) reported that

the problems were different. Fifty-four percent of the Directors

for whom the que:Aion .was appropriate said that scheduling was

usually more difficult at the secondary revel. 'Fourteen percent

perceived that complying with the issues of supplement-not-
,

supplant and excess costs was more difficult or different than at

the elementary :level..
1- z

r

Project Directors who did not serve secondary.grades.were

asked why their district decided to have Title I services only in

the elementary grades. Almost one-.-half (46 percent) indicated
_

that limited funds was the major reason for not serving secondary

studeAts. Forty perCent said that the district believed that

early interventon serving primary grade students) was

more effective, while 14 perAnt said that the greater need _

existed at the elementary level. Various reasons'given by less

6 *
than welve p rcent of the districts were: a perception of

administ -tiv- difficulties at the secondary level; state

influence led them to restrict services to primary grades;

comparability was easier to determine at the elementary level;

and students did not readily accept. Title Iat-the-secondary

level' due to perceived stigma.

Data from selected case studies substantiate the mail survey

--' and interview findings regarding reasons why districts decided to
ar

provide Title,I services in the elementary grades only. For

example, one district reported cutting services at the secondary



1

level based on an anticipated budget cut accompanied by a dis-

trict salary increase. 'A different. district reported that one.Of

its high schools was no longer eligible for Title I services

since new public, housing had opened up ih another part of the

city, thereby rendering the formerly eligible high school ineli-

gible.' Another district reported that after it dropped Title I

services to secondary) schools because of expected budget cuts,

in fact receiveda larger allocation than expected. However,

this 'district was reluctant to rehire teachers given fixture Ted-
-

.

eral funding. uncertainties . A fourth distridt reported dropping

Title I services at the secondary level. since Title I readihg at

the high school was an elective subject.. District personnel felt.

. that, given its elective status, it did not necessarily /serve

thOse in greatest need, but rather was a program for students who

still. wanted to try to succeed.ti

Title I Subject Areas

Most local Title I Dire:tat:ors (97 percent) indicated that

reading was the most. important component of their Title I pro-

grams (see Table 5..5)% Almost two-thirds of the distridts

offered mathematics as part of their Title I program and approxi-

mately one-third of the districts used progiam funds for language '

arts programs. English for students of limited-English .back-

ground was part of the Title I programs in 11 percent of the dis-

tricts and a small percentage of districts offered other subject.

areas such as special education for the handicapped (4 percent*)

and vocational education (2 percent).
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TABLE 5-5

SUBJECT AREAS EMPHASIZED IN THE TITLE I
PROGRAM DURING'1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR'

Reading'.
I

Mathematics

Other language arts

English for students pf
English background

Special education for the handicapped

Vocational

1

Percent*.

'97

65

34

-(1,169)

fl

A

9

*Percentages in this column:do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to 'the question was permitted.

.1 ./
k
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Changes in Title I subject areas since 1978 were reported by

30.percent of the districts. More districts added or increased

Title I services in the areas of reading, mathematics, other

language arts, and English for students of limited-English back-

ground than.dropped or decreased services in these areas (see

Table 5-6). The reverse was true for special education and

vocational programs. The most frequent reasons reported by dis-

tricts for these changes of emphasis in subject areas were:
A

Changes in Title I funding level (44 percent of those
districts that made changes)

Data from formal needs surveys (41 percerit of those
districts that made changes)

Teachers' or Principals' recommendations (38 percentof
those-districts that made changes)

Results of formal Title I program evaluations (27 per-
cent of those districts that made changes)

Parents' recommendations (26 percent of those districts
that made changes)

New state mandates or emphases (24 percent of those
districts that made changes)

Intensity of Title I Instruction

Several quantitative and qualitative factors can affect the

concentration or intensity of Title I instructional services,

*--r1cluding, -forexample, class size, the length and frequency of

*Follow-up phone calls were made to all the districts visited
that reported having Title I supported programs for the handi-
capped. In all of these districts, the Title I Directors said
that handicapped students were eligible for Title I, but there
was no Title I component desig ed specifically for them. Thus,
the actual percentage of distr cts having a Title I component
designed for the handicapped 's probably much smaller than the
3.6 percent obtained from the, mail questionnaire districts.
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TABLE 5-6 >

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS THAT MADE CHANGES
IN TITLE I SUBJECT AREAS SERVED SINCE 1978

Percent of
Districts
that Added
or Increased*

Percent of
Districts
that Dropped
or DeQreased*

Reading 19 ' 7

Math 55 23

Other language arts 44 19

English for students of
limited-English background 45 6

Special education 23 37

Am
Vocational education 0 24

(131)

*Percentages are based'on the number of districts that changed

emphasis in the particular subject arca. Percentages in these

columns do not total to 100 percent since more than one response

to the question was permitted.

5-20 1



Title I classes, the time and location of instruction, the qual-

ity and appropriateness instructional materials and staff, and

the program e-.1sian model employed (i.e., inclass or pullout).

The average (m"an) number of students in a Title I lass for

public school students. was 9.8 compared to 6.4 for nonpublic

ents with an overall class size average of 9 students. The

pupil -to-instructor ratio wes quite low for both public (4.5 to

1) and nonpublic (3.8 to 1) Title I classes. These data were

calculated from interview data collected from Title I instructors

who served students attending public or nonpublicschools.

According to this sample of Title I instructors, an average

(mean) Title I class period lasted 44 minutes, with a range of 15

to 300 minutes. This latter situation occurred in replacement-

type Title I programs. The modal nur'ber of times per wee. that a

student received Title I instruction was five, with public school

students spending, on average, 4 hours a week in Title I classes

and nonpublic students, 2.63 hours a week.

Most Title I instruction oc-urred during the normal ;school

day. Ninety-eight percent of the P;'incipals interviewed reported

that Title I instruction took place during t".,e school day. Only

six percent of the Principals said that some Titl- I instruction

occurred during summer/ school, and ",ess than four percent

reported that Title I, instruction occurred before or after the

school day.

Almost two-thirds of the Title I districts 4)ok students ort

of the regular classroom to another room in the building for
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Title.I instruction. At the building level, Principals were

asked, to estimate the percent of, the total number of Title I stu-

dents served at their schools in various Settings. 'As indicated

in Table 5-7, on average, Principals reported that 58 percent of.

the students received Title I instruction in a separate room in

the school (16 percent in a room,without special equipment and 42

Percent in a.room with special equipment).- Thirty-seven percent

of the Title I students were reported to receive services in the

regular classroom. (The topic of inclass vs. pullout design for

Title 'I classes is treated in more detail in the final section of

this chapter).

In 22 percent of the Title I districtu, however, at least

some portion of, the nonpublic students received their Title I

instruction at a place other than the nonpublic schools they

attended during the regular ,school year. The alternative site

was most frequently the public sclidol, often for summer school

instruction. In at least four states, however, at least half of

the Title I districts served nonpublic Title I students in the

public school during the regular school term.

Districts rarely used neutral sites or mobile vans to serve

either public.or nonpublic Title I students. Nationwide, 4 per-

cent of the districts served some of their. nonpublic Title I

students at neutral sites, and even fewer districts (2 percent)

used mobile vans.

Characteristics and' Assessments of Title I Teachin Staff

On average, Title ,I instrUs had 5.5 years teaching

experience and taught. 71 students per year.
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TABLE 5-7

AVERAGE ESTIMATES OF THE PERCENT OF TITLE I
STUDENTS SERVED BY LOCATION AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS

A specially equippdd room in the school
(e.g., listening center, media lab,
learning center)

Percent

42,

Another room without special equipment 16

Regular classroom that also contai
non-Title I students 24

Regular classroom that is compo ed
entirely of Title I 'students 13

Others- -e.g., specially equippe room in
another building (all less than 2%)

(280)



Title I instructors were asked to estimate the amountof

time they spent on various Title I activities during a typical

week. As is shown in.Table 5-8,the preponderance of Title I

instructor time was spent working with. students, 57 percent of

their time
( during a typical week. Title I instructors also spent

a substantial amount of time planning lessons (12 percent of

their time) and doing paperwork for their own planning (9 percent

of their time). Management activities sucks completing paper-

work foi7 the Title _I office in their district, giving tests,

meeting with parents and other teachers consumed 19 percent of a

Title -I instructors time, on average, during a typical week.

During interviews, Title I Directors were asked if there

were constraints, other than Title I funding limits, that might

affect the quality of the Title I instructional staff. Fifty-

five percent said there were no constraints. Among those men-

tioned by the remaining 45 percerre were that the Title I staff

was less well paid, Title I teachers could not be "tenured, col-

lective bargaining agreements decreased flexibility, Title I was

a dumping ground for poorer teachers, seniority system caused

some good teachers to be "bumped," late notification of funding

------level-,-andThigh-turnover-among-staff.

'Eighty-eight peent of the Principals interviewed were

satisfied with the Title I instructional staff. Concerns men-

tioned by the remaining Principals included the need for better
c.
qualified personnel, the need for more personnel, Title I teacher

attitude, that the Principal should have more say in the hiring



TABLE 5-8

PERCENT OF TITLE I INSTRUCTOR'S TIME
1' DEVOTED TO TEACHING AND MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
IN A TYPICAL WEEK AS REPORTED BY TITLE I INSTRUCTORS

Working with students

Planning lessons

Doing paperwork for teacher's own
_planning

Meeting with classroam teachers

Doing paperwork for Title I office

Giving tests

Meeting with parents

Attending inservice programs

Meeting with teachers in other
special programs

Percent of Time
Spent on Each Activity
During a Typical Week*

57

12

6

4

2

2

Other 1

(274)

L

*PercentageFl erived from rcr.poxted average (mean) number of haurs,
spent on ear activity di rin,3 a typical week by full-time and
art-time Title I instructors.
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practice, and that some Principals would like to have othel7

of personnel such as-aides or math specialists:.

The supervisiOn of Title. I instructors was done by tiv-1..

cipal.in 51 percent of the schools visited; by the central office

in 8 percent, and by both.-the Principal and the central office in

39 percent of the representativesite districts. Most Pgincipals

were satisfied with the arrangements for supervision, with only

four percent suggesting that there were some problemc.

Title I Directors were .asked if Title I staff -.nga4ied in any

noninstructional duties such as hall duty or cafete:Aa

Fifty-dne percent responded that noninstructional dutls

required throughout the district. The districts which reps.-Led

that Title I staff were exempt frournoninstructional Alutie3 (27

percent) were asked if this practice caused friction betwen

Title I staff and the.Principal or non -Title I stf.f:: Seventy -.

three percent said there was no friction, 23 perctiJrIt said that

friction was minor, and only 4 percent said that there was a

problem with noninstructional duties.

Almost half the districti (47-percent) h:ta some Title I.

instructors whose salaries-were paid in part with non-Title I

funds. These funds were ulually from local sourcec.n (in 77

percent of the districts with multiple - funded Title I instruc-

tors). Forty-six percent of these district used other cate-

gorical funds (e,.g., state compensatory education, special educa-

tion, CETA, Federal migrant education programs) to pay part of

the salary for multiple-funded Title I instructors who had

responsibilities outsid the .Title I program.
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Staff Development

Title I instructors were asked about the sources of ideas

for the Title'I program. Sources mentioned most frequently were

informal discussions with other Title I instructors (36- percent),

formal inservices (27 percent), SEA conferences or workshops (18

percent), district or regional meetings or workshops (13 per

cent), and resource teachers or consultants (10 percent). Other

sources included college courses, regular classroom teachers, the

Title I Coordinator, and professional associations.

The mean number of inservice training sessions attended by a

Title I instructor during a school year is shown in the following

chart:

Mean Number of
Type of Inservice Times Per Year Attended

District level inservice 3.3

School site inservice 2.5

C, 7lege or university classes 1.3

Workshops conducted outside the
district 1.0

Conferences .9

4274-)

Title I Directors interviewed generally considered Title I

inservice programs to be valuable for Title I instructors, par-

ticularly in familiarizing them with new ideas, materials, tech-

nology, and teaching techniques. Several Directors said that

inservice training was especially valuable for paraprofessionals.



Nonetheless, in 12 percent of they districts, Title I inservice

training was not p"rovided.

Changes in Staffing and /or Curricular Approach,

Since 1978, 42 percent of the districts made changes in the

staffing and/or curricular approach of their Title I program.

Reasons given by districts for these changes include-:

Changes in .Title I funding level (89 percent)

Teachers' or Principals' recommendations (72 percent)

Results of formal Title I program evaluations (65

percent)

Data from formal needs .surveys (60 percent)

Parents' recommendations 60 percent)

Informal, assessments of program performance '(59

percent)

Changes in the Title I funding level tended to result in etaff-

ing rather than curricular changes, whereas teachers' or Princi-

,pals' recommendations and informal assessments of program per-

formance tended to produce curricular rather than staffing

changes: Other reasons for changes in staffing and curricular

approach had a similar effect on these two aspects of the Title I

program.

No discernable patterns were observed in these changes with

regard to the use of instructional aides or class size. For

instance, sixteen percent of the representative site visit dis-

tricts reported increasing their use of instructional aides'since

1978: however, fifteen percent of the districts indicated a

decreased reliance on instructional aides in the Title I program.
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instructor ratio in the Title I program over this time period and

six percent increased this ratio.

Desired Changes in Program Design

Title I Directors were asked if there were any features of

their Title I programs that they would want to chane if their

funding levels remain the same. The 28 percent whcil desired

changes reported that they wanted to alter the following program

aspects:

Grade levels served (45 percent of those desiring
changes)

I

Staff composition, 'relative number of tieachers,. aides,
volunteers (4011ercent)

Pullout vs. inclass design(36 percent$

Use of instructional technology (36 pefrcent)

!Program curricula (26 percent)
I 0

Subject areas covered' (25 percent) , i

. I

(25Pupil-to-instructor ratios (25 percerit)

1

Beiides lack of funds, districts reported the following bar-

riers to change:

Concerns about compliance (52 percenit)

School principals and/or other non-Title I staff would
be opposed (49 percent%)

Title I staff would be opposed (48 percent)

State Title Ioffice would be oppoSed (44 percent)'

District central office would be opposed (37 percent)

Parents would be opposed (31 percent)

Employee unions would be opposed (27 percent)



Title I staff Opposition was consideed to be particularly'

strong for changes involving program curricula, use of instruc-

tional technology, and pullout vs. inclass design. In addition,

concerns about compliance and the opposition of state.Title I

office were especially strong for changes involving the use of

pullout vs. inclass design.

Coordination and Comparison of Title I and Regular Instruction

Principals, Title I instructors, And regular classroom

teachers in our sample were asked to describe similarities and

differences between regular and Title I instruction. A number of

respondents said that Title I reinforced regular classroom

activities and that the'same skills and sequence of skills were

provided in both. Title 'I instruction was said to be more indi-

vidualized-end used a slower, more basic approach.
4fra.,

Only 19 percent of the regular teachers reported any pro-
.

blems-in teaching the Title I students or the rest of the clasai

because of the way Title I instruction was arranged. The most

frequently mentioned problems were scheduling, helping students

make up missed work, students missing classwork, and interrup-

tions in the middle of a lesson for pullout.

Regular classroom teachers were also asked to identify the

person or persons responsible for grading Title I students' work.

Forty-five percent said'that tiley grade the students with no

input from.the Title I teacher. Consultation with the Title I

teacher is done by 20 percent. "'wenty-five percent said that` the

Title I teacher gives grades, and C7 percent mentioned that

Title I teachers sent progress reports.
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Regular classroom teachers reported that they, met with the;

Title .I teacher to coordinate instruction the
a
following number'of

.

times:. .;

Frequency; o Meetings

Daily

Percent of Regulars
Teachers*

24

Once or twice a Week:' 29'

'Once or t ice a. month

Formally, at 'least oncela
'grading period

Informally, on an as needed
baSis

' 'Infrequently Jr never

Never

1

18

5

9

(252)

Title I instructors and regular'classroom teachers reported
O

similar topics of disCussion during these meetings. They.

included student problems and .needs (52 percent of the Title I

instructors), student progress (43 percent), instructional

techniques (25 percent), and skills needing reinforcement in

Title I (20 percent).

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.

1c
5-31

7



LOCAL SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS (INCLASS VS. PULLOUT)

,Introduction -

There 'is continuing interest- in Corigress and .:among loCal,

state, and Federal Title .I administrators regarding two popularly

A

labeled compensatory seryi:ce delivery models--the "inclass" and

"pullout" models. Interest,. if not.controv,ersy, surrouhds the

use, appropriateness, and 'relative merits of the pullout and
u

inclaSs approaches for delivering educational services to. Title. I

students. The District Practices Study's investigation of tht

inciass vs. pulout issue focused on describing the prevalance of

e

use, changes over time, and district officials',ce,tpressed reasons

for selecting one or both-delivery modes.';'?'

-The term pullout in this study refers to,supplemehtal

Title .1 or other4instruction that delivered to students out.-

side the regular classroom. Inclass refers td such instruction

delivered' within the.'regular classroom. Despite the lack Of

explicitness of these definitions; 81;,tr;,.ct administrators gener-:

ally had little difficulty applying one or theother terms 'to the

delivery mode of their Title I projects. , In general, dist:riot-

:

administrators considered a replacement-designed Title .1 class to

fall into the pullout classification if the only students served

using such a design were Title I students, and inclass if Title

and non-Title I students.together received'instruction in the

same Classroom.

Title I statute or regulations never_require.the use of a

pullout or inclass design. 'However, i.?1 the earlier years of the
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the program, some states refused to approve inclass programs

regarding pullout as the only way to be in compliance (NIE, 1978,

p. 170). Congressional interest in not mandating a particular

design, however, was reemphasized in Chapter 1 when it-stated

that use of a pullout design cannot be required to demonstrate

compliance with the supplement-not-supplant provisions.

Data from the District Practices Study about local service

delivery models for Title I support at least three generaliza-

tions: (1) most districts used a pullout design for all or part

of their programs, but use of inclass designs was increasing; (2)

local administrators reported choosing their program approaches

primarily because they believed them to be educationally superior

for a particular component of the Title I program; and (3) mis-

conceptions about the supplement-not-supplant provision, found in

the past, continued to exist and to influericelprogram design
/

choices in some districts.
1

District Practices and Reasons for Design Selection

Most districts continued to choose the Pullout model rather

than the inclass model. Ninety-two percentlof the'districts sur-
1

veyed by mail and-96 percent of the Title irectors interviewed

employed a pullout design either exclusivelly or in combination

with the inclass design. In contrast, onllir 30 percent of the

mail survey districts (but 46 percent of the Title I Directors

interviewed on site) reported using an inclass approach for part

or all of their programs. Fifty-one percent Of the representa-

tive site districts used a mixture of the inclass and pullout
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approaches, 43 percent used a pullout n'odel exclusively, and 6

percent relied exclusively on an inclass design.

District size (as measured by the number of students

enrolled) and budget allocations played no major role in the

likelihood of a district using the pullout, design. However, the

use of an inclass design was significantly correlated with the

size of the district. For the 30 percent of the mail question-

naire districts that used the inclass design, very large dis-

tricts (79 percent) and large districts (47 percent) were far

more likely to employ the inclass model than small districts (28

percent) and medium size districts (32 percent).

The study was also interested in documenting district admin-

istrative rationales for choosing one or more service delivery

approach. Ninety percent of the district administrators using a

pullout design indicated that they did so because they thought it

was educationally superior for part or all of their Title I

program. There was no significant variation by district size

among districts which-said that "educatibnal.superiority" was an

important reason (see Table 5-9).

Seventy three percent of the LEAs said that pullouts made it

easier to demonstrate compliance with funds allocation require-

\ ments. Districts of all sizes cited this reason second most fre-

quently. The third most frequent reason given by districts (87

percent) was that the state Title I office advised the use of the

pullout design.



TABLE 5-9

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS INDICATING
REASONS FOR USING PULLOUT DESIGN, BY SIZE

Reasons for
Use of Pull-
out Design

Educationally
superior for
part or all of
our program

Easier to demon-
strate-compliance
with funds alloca-
tion requirements

State Title I
office advice

Not worth the
disruption of
changing

Percent
of Small
Di s-

tricts*

Percent
of

Medium
Districts*

Percent Percent Percent
of Large of Very of all
Di s- Large Dis-

tricts* Districts* tricts*

92 87 90 88 90

72 72 77 _83 7.3

59 55 55 55 57

42 4l 38 43 41

(521) (438) (225) (20) (1,204)

*Percentages in these columns do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.



As reported in Table 5-10, 87 percent of the mail question-

naire districts that used an inclass design as part of their

Title I program responded that one reason they did so was because

it was considered an educationally superior approach for all or

part of their Title I program. Fifty-five percent said that

physical facilities for pullouts were not available. Twenty-

eight percent indicatec2 that the state Title I

advised the use of thir.; design.

Since a preponderance of the

indicated that sound pedagogy was

selection of one or a combination

case studies were used to examine

office had

mail questionnaire districts

an important reason for their

of servicre delivery models, the

in more depth the factors dis-

tricts considered in making these pedagogical decisionS One

district that had chosen to implement the inclass model with the

use of aides did so because aides were more cost-effective than

hiring Title I teachers for a pullout situation. A second dis-

trict indicated they were motivated to choose the inclass design

because it did not require formal teacher coordination meetings.

A third district reported that they had selected the pullout

design because the regular teachers and the Title I,teachers did

not work well together in the same classroom. A fourth district

decided 'D adopt the inclass design at the junior high level

beCause :,unior high students objected to being pulled out and

identif Thus,; the broad label of. "sound pedagogy" covered ,a:

gam

.'

t of rationales related to perceived educational

effectiveness.
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TABLE 5-10

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS INDICATING
REASONS FOR USING'INCLASS DESIGN, BY SIZE

Reasons for
Use of

Inclass Design

Percent
of Small
Di s-

tricts*

Percent
of

Medium
Districts *.

Percent
of Large
Dis-

tricts*

Percent
of Very
Large**

Districts*

Percent
of all
Dis-

tricts*

Educationally
superior for
part or all of
our, program

87 85 '88 83 87-

Physical facili-
ties for pullouts
are not available

48 57 61 61 55

Not worth the
disruption of
changing

29 32 25 29 29

State -Title I
office advice

45 32 38 12 28

(.521) (438) (225) (20) (1,204)

*Percentages in these columns 44:1 not ,total to 100 percent since
more than'Ohe respOnse to the question was permitted.

**The number of very large digtricts responding to this item is
very small. Therefore, results in the category should be
regarded with caution.
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Regardless of a district's reason for selecting a pullout

model, such an approach usually necessitated decisions about

which subjects or activities students could miss when they were

pulled out for'Title I instruction. Where such formal policies

existed,' there was considerable variance in what the policy

required. Fifty-eight percent of the Principals reported having

a policy on the kinds of regular instruction studer could or

could not miss when, receiving Title I services. its were-

not allowed to miss reading in 40 percent of the distri.- having

a policy, they could not miss math in 22 percent of the A'

tricts, and they could not mis physical education in 12 percent

of the districts. Sixteen percent of the districts reported that
a

students could not miss instruction in any basic subject. Six -

percent reported that students could only be pulled from subjects

rot/ offered by Title I.

Cross-Time Trends In Use of Inclass and Pullout Moels

The use of the inclass design is increasin, Gf the dis

tricts employing this approach, 32 percent increased their use

this design between 1978 and 1981. Drily 10 percent decreased

their use of the inclass design. DIL,tricts reported no compar-

able net increase for the pullout design (10 percent indicated an

increase, while an equal percent report a decrease).

The study also documented distriCts' reported reasons for

either decreasing or increasing their use of the pullout model.

Table 5-11 presents the reasons given by Title I Directors for

decreasing or increasing their use of pullout from 1978 to 1981.
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TABLE 5-11

DISTRICTS.' REASONS FOR DECREASING OR
INCREASING USE OF PULLOUT MODEL FROM

1978-81 AS REPORTED BY TITLE I DIRECTORS

Reasons

Teachers' or
Principals'
recommendations

Informal assess-
ment of program
performance

New district man-
dated or educa-
tional philosophy

Parents' recom-
mendations

ResultS of formal
Title I program
evaluations

Data from formal
needs surveys

Changes in Title
I funding level

state man-
dates or emphasis

Changes in other
local programs

nemographic
cnanges

Percent of Districts
Giving Reason for
Decreasing Use of

Pullout Model

Percent of Districts
Giving Reason for
Increasing Use of
Pullout Model

74 72

51 59

46., 41

45 57

43 63

43 56

38. 56

.30 40

30 31

10 21

(184) (165)
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Teacher and Principal recommendations was the most frequently

cited reason for decreasing and increasing use of the pullout

model. The ta indicate that formal evaluation results were

more Erequently considered an important factor when districts

increased their use of the pullout approach than when districts

decided to decrease their reliance on this model. Parent

recommendations appear to have favored the increase of the

pullout approach more frequently or at least their recommenda-

tions carried.more weight when districts were considering-

indreaing their use of this approach. No significant differ-

ences were.foUnd among small; medium, and large districts for

either decreasing or increasing their reliance on the pullout.

model.

\ The study was also interested in determining what, if any,

impediments there were to districts changing from one service

delivery model to another. Twenty-eight percent of the districts

reported" their desire to change features of their Title I

programs, Thirty-six percent of those districts desiring changes

stated that the desired change concerned program design models

(pullout vs. inclass). Over a third (35 percent) of these

districts indicated that an important reason for not making a

change was that they were not sure whether the program would

still be in compliance if the dhange(s) were made.

Other data from the study suggest that misconceptions about

Title I's supplement-nOt-supplant provisions continued to

influence program design choides in some districts, During



interviews of Title I Directors, questions were asked ,about

supplanting and excess costs problems. Virtually no Dir.ctors

described a supplanting problem as a failure to provide Title .

students their fair share of state or locally funded,services.

Over a third of the Directors interviewed perceived supplanting

as a problem involving use of Title I funds for ineligible stu-'

dents (a general aidtproblem, not a supplanting violation).

One Title I Director, for example, discussing a past "sup-,

planting" problem in his district (teachers paid.by Title I who

instructed non-Title I students) said he solved the problem by

switching the program from an inclass to a pullout design. Simi-

larly, another Title I Director made the mistake of thinking his

district. "avoided all supplanting problems by making sure only

Title I students received,Title I services."

This confuoion of general aid violations with supplanting

problems does not in itself establish that many school districts

misunderstood the true implications of supplement-not-sUpplart

for design of Title I programs, but two such examples.amor.1 the

Title I Directors interviewed Tay confirm just such a hypo-
,

thesis.

One Title I Director in a large urban district showed DPS

staff an accurate and insightful memora:ndum 'Prepared on the

implications of the supplanting requirement for Title I program

design. He said the memorandum was written after lengthy reflec-

tion and detailed conversations with ED of:.cials. The memoran-

dum contained a description of several alternatives to the pull-

out approach.
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Another Title I Director reported a similar experience.

After many hours of analyzing the excess costs models set forth

in ED Title I guidelines, this Director applied the pertinent

r principles to the fiscal circumstances of his district and devel-

oped a detailed resource distribution formula to ensure that each
0

Title I student would receive a fair share of state and local

services. This district eventually developed a detailed plan

which used the excess costs principles to develop an inclass
,11.

Title L replacement project.

District Practices Study staff found ho comparable documents

in other districts, and both of these exceptional Directors

stated that their work led them to a new upderstanding of the
2

meaning of the excess costs and supplement-not-supplant provi-

sions for the design of Title I programs.

SUMMARY

While the use of the inclass model increased slightly.

between 1978 and 1981, most districts continued to use the pull-

Out model for part or all of their Title I projects. Local

administrators. frequently reported that they selected their pre-

sent delivery model or mix of delivery models because of their

belief:that the approach was educationally superior for their

particular distriCt or for particular schools. District size is

strongly correlated with whether a district used an inclass.model

for all or part of its Title I program, with large districts far

more likely to have employed this model, than small and medium

districts.
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Over two-thirds of the districts using a pullout model
!

belieVed this approach made it easier to demonstrate compliance

with Title I's funds alloc4ion requirements. District officials

expressing a preference for Changing their service delivery model

frequently cited uncertainty

being considered as a reason

other hand, the study's case

about the legality of alternatives

for 4ot adopting the Change. On the

study data suggest that misconcep-

tion about the interrelatedness of Title 11's supplement -not-

supplantsupplant and program design decisions persisted for many local

Title I Directors.

)
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CHAPTER 6

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I:
PRESENT PRACTICE AND FUTURE OUTLOOK

4 GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

The District Practices Study focused on the management

activities of districts. implementing Title I programs. Estab-

lishing and managing parent advisory councils at the district

and,' in most instances, at the school or attendance area levels

was a requirement of the Title I legislation. The specific

questions that guided our inquiry in this area and the related

findings are highlighted below.

What proportion of districts had functioning councils,
as required by. the legislation?

Ninety-four percent of the districts had a district-
level council that had met at least once during the
school year.

- Eighty -nine percent of the districts with district-
level councils reported that all Title I schools had
school-level councils.

o To what extent did district-level councils advise pro-
ject managers about the planning, implementation, and
evaluation of Title I programs, as mandated in the
legislation?

, g

- While 81 percent of these councild advised about at,
least one of these areas, 19 percent had no input
into program design, 30 percent had no input into
implementation, and 24 percent had no input into
evaluation.

- The district-level councils for smaller districts
(enrollment legs than 2,500 students) had less input
into these areas. Correspondingly, 44 percent of
these small districts reported four or fewer
district-level advisory council meetings during the
year. Only 8 percent of large districts (enrollment
of 10,000 or more) reported that their councils met
this infrequently.



What did Directors of Title I projects perceive to be
the relative burden and necessity of the legislative
requirements regarding parental involvement?

- Parental involvement was ranked as the most burden-

- some of the legislative requirements. It was seen
as only of modest necessity for the attainment of
program objectives.

- For each.Director who called the parental involve-
ment requireMent one of the best features of. Title
I, three called it one of the worst.

What were the problems with the parental involvement
requirement that made it so burdensome?

- While organizing and meeting with parent groups did
not-take a great deal of time,,-there were problems
and frustrations in meeting the letter and spirit of

the requirements. Only 15 percent of the Directors
reported no problems with their district-level coun-
cil,. and less than half that number reported no
problems with their.school-level-councils.

- Obtaining members and getting them to attend were

the greatest problems. Getting the members who
attended the meetings to participate was reported to
b=. less of a problem, but it still affected nearly
half of all district and school-level councils.

- The larger the district, the less likely the Direc-
tor was to have trouble with the district-level
council, but the more likely he was to have problems
with the school-level councils.

o Given the elimination of the -equiremnt for parent
advisory councils under Chapt3r 1 of ECIA, what did
Title I Directors report would become of them?

- Just under one - fourth of the Direccors felt that the
district-level and school-level councils would con- -

tinue to operate as they had before.

- Directors from :anger districts were more likely to

expect that the district-level council would con-
tinue, but that the school-level councils would be

reduced or eliminated.

- Directors from smaller districts were more-likely to
expect that both types of advisory council would be

eliminated.
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INTRODUCTION,

his chapter presents' a brief history of the legislative'.

mandate for parental involvement-in local Title I projects, a

synopbes of previous studies on'thistopAc, an examination of the

_datacoxlected in-the Title I District Practices Study, and a-
-

k
summary.:,of 'whattiocal Title I offidials believed to be the future

% "

of parental.inv0114ment under ChaRter 1 of ECIA.
.. 0

4' , a

,

HISTORYOF THE MANDATE FOR PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

The original legislation. for :Title-1 -(P-,L. 89-10) in. 1965

required that parents be involved in developing distr=ict leVel,
l

applications. _Subsequent regulations and guidelines'sougfit to

clarify this requirement. In July 1968,"districtleve3 advisory

councils were suggested; in November 1968, "maximum, practical
,

involveMent",of parents in all phases of Title I watrequired .

In 1971 LEAs were required to provide parents with documents on

planning, operating, and evaluating projedts. In 1970a Parent,

Advisory Council was required at the district level; in 1974 the

law was ---a-iaii.Ted-to- require councils. at the school level as-well;-

with members of all councils to be selected by parents. The dis-.

tricts examined in the District Practices.Study were operating

under legislation enacted in 1978'(P.L. 95-561) that described

the establishment of councils in detail and stated'the broad'

areas of their responsibility and the support to be,provided to

them from Federal, state, and local sources. Some specifics of

this legislation will be presented as background fOr understand-
r

ing the subsequent analyses of the data.

619 1:



Establishment of Parent Advisory Councils
4

. Title I legislation in 1978 mandated2.that each schodl dis-

trict. Title I funds have a district-level advisory

council. The majority of members weie to be parents of children

served by Title I projects. Representatives ofchildren and A

, sAoolsligible fpr Title I services, but not currently par-

ticipating, were to be%included on the councif2-, The members had

to bp elected by the parents: in each district. Thls could be

accomplished by a general, election or by alfbwing the school-

level councils to elect the DAC members.

Each project area or school was also required to have a

council unless fewer thari 40 students participated and no more

than one FTE staff member was paid by Title I. The majority of

eadh-council had to be parents of children Served by Title I,

elected by the parents' in that project area or school. If the
7'

area or school had 75 or more served students,.then the council .

had-to have at least 8 members. Members, were expected to serve

two-year terms and were eligible for re-election. Officers of

these councils were expected to be elected after the council was

fulls constituted, and the council was to meet "a sufficient num-

ber of times per year,".on a schedulegand at lobations determined

by the council itself. If parents desired to have teachers in

project school's serve on the councils, they were to be elected

also. There were no restrictions placed on the area of residence

of the teachers/.. 0

The legislation specified that ". . .each loal educational

agency shall give each advisory council which it establishes

6.-4 19.2



responsibility for advising planning for and imple-

mentation and evaluation of, its programs and projects assisted
r't

under this title" (§-125(b), 9556l): 1

Support for Parent Advisory Councils

The 1978 legislation mandated that all members of advisory

.' councils receive a copy of 'th6 Title I legislation, Federal and
. . .

state regulations, and guidelines for 'the program. AlSo, each

SEA was supposed 4o give each. District Advisory Council a Copy of

any report of\tate or' Federal auditing, monitoring, Or evalu-
.

ation activities in t.1.1t district.' Each LEA was to prescribe a
6

program of training .fOr all Iliembereof ell ,its1.6ouncils "to carry.
_

--out. their responsibilities." this training program Was to be

olahned "in full consultationu with the council members. -More-

over, the Secretary was to sponsor regional workshops to assist,

,...ALEAs."to work with and provide trainifg to Parent Advisory Coun-,

cils," and "to facilitate pa rental involvement in the programs.

conducted under this title:"' Finally, the Secretary was required

to prepare a policy'manual to'"assist advisory councils . . . in

Advising the local educational agencies in the planning for, and

impremntation and evaluation of,OprogramS and projects under.

this title,"

0

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN 'TITLE I

The synopsis of previous research presented in ths'section

-

iwill concentrate, on parental nvolvement via the advisory coun-
S /

ci s. The first three studieS to be summarized were conducted
;, ,,, - t ,

1 ior to the enactment of the Education Amendments df 1978.
..,
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ti



As a part of System Development Corporation 's tSDC] Sus
. .

taining ffects Study, 15,000 parents were j:nterXriewed in 19771
, ,

Few of the parents were aware of the schools' Parent Advisory

_Council, few reported voting in PAC elections, and. few said.that

they were or had been ,PAC members '(Hinkleey, .1979; )Wang, 1978).

The. National .Institute -of Education (1978) reported that

Principals often" dominated School Advisory Councils, most. council

members were appointed rather than elected, -few districts, offered
.

training toscouncilsmemberi, ancfl councils were seldom irlolved in

Planning or ,evaluating projects. NIE concluded that there.was no

clear Federal Policy on parental inVolvement, and that lack" of

this created considerable - confusion about the role ,of the coun-
'

cils and led to a great deal of variety in their operations:

-CPI Associates '(1979) assessed the impact of councils an'

Title I projects,' and concluded that district-level councils -'had

Moderate impact, while school-levq. councils had little iWpacl.

They also-found "tat counciks,hadthe greatest impact when the

LEA staff sought their pupport for a change in tlie program,

Council6 that attempted to obtain changes on their awn had little

,
impact.

The major study of parental involvement in Title-I to date

wad conducted by SDC (1979-81) after the enactment ofthe new

legislation in 1978, but before the regulations corresponding to.

this leislation. were promulgated. SDC found that in 1979:

District -level Councils[DACs]

Nearly 100 percent of the 'districtS served bf Title I
had a district-level council.

. ..6-6
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Nine-five percent .of the districts. served by Title I
-had councils on which parents of served chfldren were
the majority of-voting membets.

The ,Parent AdviSory Council [PAC]chaitperson or
another PAC. member presided overAlistrict-level

' meetings in 5'7 percent of the districts, they ,set'
the agenda by themselves in only 17 percent of the

,.dist-ricts, sharing this ,duty' with the project Director
or Pat4ht Coordinator in 419.percent of the. districts.

-

Ninety-seven percent of the distiict-level'committees
participated in evaluation, 60 percent reviewed4or
signe4 off on .all or part of the budget, 'and 30 percent
had input into, staff' selection or'eValuation-.

1

Twenty_percent.Of the? district-level councils had' a
budget,they could use at their own discretion.

School-level Councils [SAas] '
--4- .

Fifty-seven percent.pf schOols with 75 or moreserved
students had councils. composed of .'7 or fewer member's.
(Three percent had no council.)

. .
A

.

In 0 perCent-of the sc ol'counciIs,,parents of served.
students- were not a majo ity Of the voting theMbership..

In 45 percent of the school councils, parents of served.
children mere elected to membership.

, . . .

el In 56 percept of the schoolcouncils, the meetings 'were
-conducted by the gA"C chairpergon or .another WIC
officer, but only in-24 percent did they set the
agenda. Agenda setting was shared with project staff-

' in 45 percent of the schools.

. Theparticipation levelof school councils In such
activities 'as project application, budget revipwse-and-
'personnel selection and evaluation was slightly,legg
than Tor disixict councils. More school councils ,

advised on evaluation, however.,
"..,a.'

. ,

About 12 percent of school councils had-a budget they
could-Spend.at their, own discretion.

The findings'from,SDC's in-depth studies 19811) indicated

that there was. probably not much subStance'to.the level of_.

involVement called nadVisement" in SDC's survey. If the survey
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data are re-'computed by Clasgifying the "advi' level as

equiva,lent to havidg little or'no involvemeni .urvey indl-

v

cated that only about 3.0 per6ent of the counca._ either

level) had any shared or-excluave ecision-makint ponsi-
,

bilities.with respect to project applipations and el/L. uationg;

only 20 percent exercised this level of input, in )b: dget signroff;

and less than 5 percent exercised this level of au.,Drity in

personnel matters. .

Although the 1978 legislation follTitle I clarif4..ed the

rules governing the composition and 'formation, of advisory coun-
,

*.

/'

'cils, it (perhaps intentionally) left vague the nature of the

role of these councils. SDC found generally higil Jevels bf Cok-

pliance with rules governing the formation and composition of

dAtricf-level councils; and somewhat .less compliance.regarding

.school-level,cou ncils. However, few, districts actually received

orattended to advisement from their councils. On the other

hand, a small proportion allowed these councils to exercise great

.
.

.authority over. the nature cif 'the Title I project.
. ...

ISSUES ADWESSED IN THE DISTRICT PRACTICES STUDY.

The SDC study provided a comprehenSive description of the

composition and functioning of Parent Advisory-Councils at the.

district and school levels However, that study was focused on

the ways in which parents could influence programs and p rojqpts
o

anditheways in which districts' could foster involvement of. -

r 4

greater numbers of parents. The DPS focused on,the management

activities of distridts':implementing Title I programs.. It asked.

.

6-8 19E
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eML,.

respondents to,reflect-on'the necessitrfor Certain activities

and the-burdens that, such .activities placed on the staff respon-

sible for imple,:ating the programs.

This section/will present some descriptive data about the

existence and functioning of coun ils, and compare these figures

to those reported by SDC. Ho.ever, 'the main focus will be on:.

The areas in which PACs contributed to projects

The perceived necessity of parental involvement

The perceived burden of complying with parental
involvement requirements

The anticipated and desired changed under ECIA,
Chapter 1

.

The data for this section are drawn from the mail question-

naire, structured interviews with district staff And some parents

in 41a representative sample of 100.districts, and reports of

y
'in-depth case studies. in 40 districts. The case 'studies were not

focused on'parental involvement; however, there were a number of

placeS where information about the.involvement of parents, pal:-

ticularly through PACs, was obtained. A carefdl examination

revealed that high levels 'of parentaI involvement through PACs

was not prevalent in the case study districts.

Establishment of Advisorx'Councils

Ninety-four percent of the districts had a district -level

advisory council that had met .during .the 1980-81 school year.

This figure is lowerthanAhe SDC figurt because SDC's survey did

not specify,that the council had to have met during the year in.

order to be counted. Among these distric4s,89*percent reported

6 -9
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that all schools reTeiving Title rvices had a' school -level

advisory council in 1980-81.' Amorig the 11 percent of districts
.

.

. ,

tilat,had some schools without SACs, the average number of seemed
4 . .

schools that did not have councils was 3.2. SDC's evidence of

higher compliance with the. regulation concerning the gstablis/. .

, N.......... .

.
/

.

ment of school-level councils is probably related to the exclu-

sion o schools having feWer than,40 served students in their

estimates
a

Smaller districts held fewer DAC meetings than larger

districts:and involved their.par'ents for less time, as shown in

Table.6-1.

.Advisory, Council Contributions to Projects

; The data in Table 6 -2 show that Title"I Directors indiCated

that most DACs made recommendations about planning, implementing,

and evaluating the Title I program. "However, councils infre-

quently initiated action in these mandated areas, of involvement.
9! (.1

Indeed, Title I DirectOrs 'indicated that 19 percedt of the DACa

had, no input into program design, 30 percent had no input into

ilicplementation, and 24 percent had no input into evaluation.

There was a tendenty,for smaller districts. to have no

a

involvement more often than larger districts, as showndin Table

6-32 This is,.of course, consistent with the time commitment and.
1 4 .

frequency of meeting data presented in Table6-1.

The data in Table 6-2 concerning council input into their

own role or function and into other types of parental involvement

are consistent with the SDC findings. There generally was more
4 .

council-initiated (meaning-the parents on the council) activity

ti

6-10
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TABLE 6-1

.' FREQUENCIES OF DAC MEETINGS AND TIME OF ' - -

DAC MEMBERS DEVOTED TO PARENTAL INWLVEMENT IN TITLE I

0

Percept of districts
holding fewer than four
DAC meetings in 1980-81**

Hours DAC memberg-spent
on parental involvement
in a typical-Month in
Title I****

4

District Size*

Small Medium Large Certainty

44 34

(181)*** (151)

5.6 4.7

rr.

8

10

78.6 25.7

(21) (29) (9) (23)

4

6

*Certainty disticts are' those with total enrollments greater
. .

than 50,000 students and are among the tO largest districts in
the country.; large districts h$ve enrollments of at 'least 10,000;
medium iistricts have between 2,500 and 9,99'9 students; and small
districts have less titan 2,500 students...,

- '**Mail survey data.
.

***Number in parentheses below'line in this and -all sObsequent.
tables is the number of respopdents to this item.

****Representative site visit data--DAC Member interviews,

9
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TABLE'

PARTICIPATION, OF DISTRICT ADVISORY COUNCILS
IN VARIOUS AREAS OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT

.

o
Features of the Title 'I
rnstructional Program -t

Percent
Initiated
'Action*

MN,

,,

Percent:
Made Recom-
mendations4r

4/,

/Provided input.into the design} df
the 1981-82 Title I ogram 73**

Helped establish 'last 5Agar's Title I
program' r 6 64

Assisted in Assessing last year's
Title I prograM 9 '67/

Role or Function of ,Councils

. . - .

Expanded or contracted the council's
responsibilities 13 36 .

Involved 'itself in election procedures 25 --, 41
Involved itself in planning for
training of council members 19 40

Involved itself in obtainin informa-.
tion pertinent .to council business 24 38

Other Types of Parent Involvement

'Helped plan or establish workshops for
parents ._ 22 33

Encouraged parent4 to work as volunteers 0
in classroom 18.' 0. 31

Encouraged parents to'work as volunteers e
-

. for nonclassroom activities 16 24
Encouraged parents, to help children with
homework for school,related work in
the home 23 , 43

Other
,

5 8

(424) (424)

*Percentases in thesecolumns do not total toad0 percent since
more than one. reslioriSe to the question' was., permitted.

O 9
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TABLE 6-3'

PERCENT OF DACs FROWDISTRICTS OF DIFFERENT SfZES
REPORTED AS HAVING 'NO INVOLVEMENT IN THE
MANDATED AREAS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

'Program Design

Small

District Size

Large and
Certainty'Medium

24

.

10 13

Implementation 34. 22 23

Evaluation 27. 21 19

(190) (152) (87)

I r

?:

61-13'
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in these areas. In many districts, SDC found both parents and

district' officers in accord that these areas were more appropri-

ate for parent input than, the technical areas of planning, bud-
_

geting, implementing, and evaluating Title I programs.

In the mail survey, Title I Directors were asked whether

they had changed either the grades served or the subject matter

areas in which Title I provided supplementary services. About 30

percent said they had. These Dilectors were asked to rank the

influence of parents on these Changei. Parental input was ranked

as least important regarding grades to be served, falling well

behind changes in funding levels, staff recommendations, needs

surveys, and program evaluations. Changes in funding

staff recommendations, and neecIA surveys again outweighed paren-

tal,input in the choice-of subject matter for Title Iservices,

while program evaluations, state mandates, and shifts in district -

approach were given about the, same weight.

In °the mail survey, Directors were also asked if they would

like to change anyfeature of their program, holding funding con-

stant. The twenty-eight percent who said they would were asked,

to rate several potential barriers to these changes. Table 6-4

shows that parental opposition was less likely to be considered a

barrier than all other sources but unions. For every Director

stating that parental opposition would be very important, there

were more than five stating that it would not be important.

Parental Involvement: Burden vs. Necessity

In the mail survey, more than half.of the Title I Directors

reported that they spent less than 25 percent of their time

6-14202



TABLE, 6-4

DIRECTORS' RATINGS OF VARIOUS POTENTIAL
IMPEDIMENTS TO CHANGES IN PROJECT ACTIVITIES

. We are not sure whether the
program would still be in
compliance if the change(s)
were made

State Title I office would
be opposed-

. -

Title I staff would be opposed

District central office would
be opposed

School principals and/or other
non-Title I staff would be
opposed

Parerits' would be opposed

EmployeS _unions would be
opposed.

Percent Percent Percent
Very Somewhat Not

Important Important Important

40

30.

20

18

"14

13

11-

12 48*

15 55

30 5,

.20 62

35 51

18 (59

16 73 -----

*Rows total to 100 percent, except for rounding errors.

a
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00.

administering Title I. They were also responsible for other' pro-

grams and projects in the district. These Directort indicated

that organiting and meeting with parent groups occupied only 10

. .

percent of the time they spent in the administration Hof Title I.

, Thus, the total time devoted to parental involvement does not

indicate trt this would be an excessive burden on projeCtman-
//

agement. However, parental involV/ment was often reportedo be

the most burdensome feature of Ti/tIe I. Furthermore, 14hen asked .

to name the best and worst features of the current. Title I legis-

Iation, three respondents called parental involvement one of'the

worst features for everyone who called it one of the best..

Although the amount of time spent on parent involvemen4 does

not seem to be burdensome, there were problems and frustrations

in meeting the letter and hel spirit of the requirements for

elected councils of specified size. OnlysI5 percent of the Title..

I Directors responding to the mail survey reported that there

were no problems with the DACs, and even fewer (7 percent)

reported no problems with the SA The survey asked about three'

possible problems (obtaining.members, getting members to attend

meetings,' and getting members to participate at the meetings they

attended). Each of these seemed to plague Title I Directors to

varying degrees, 'depending upon the size of tie district, as

shown in Figure 6-1. SACs 'were more troublesome the larger the

district, while DACs were less troublesome. This may be'relate4.

to the finding that members of DACs in larger..districtsthad

longer terms of service on the council and had more training.;

10

6-'16



FIGURE 1

PROBLEMS WITH DAC AND SAC MEMBERSHIP1
ATTENDANCE , '''AND PARTICIPATION, BY DISTRICT SIZE

0

. Obtaining Members

Attendance.

r

Participation

a

Small
4

DAC

SAC

37

58

73

DISTRICT SIZE

Medium

DAC
SACr 61

A

5

4

21

49

Large

DAC

V A.

SAC

'41
63

50,

22 DAC

w\1
89

2

The figures represent the percentage of the Title I Directors in each size group reporting that a particular problem
had racterized the DAC or SACs. .
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1 I.

SACmembers served'shortet'terms and were less well trained,

overall. Table 6-''summarizes these,data4

Members of DACs

pgtential problehls.

dences of problems,

and SACs were interviewed about the same

They tendedoto report slightly lower inci-
.

especially viewing attendance and participaT
4

tion as less troublesome, than did the surveyed Directors. Over-°

all, 33 percent of DAC members reported no problems, while only

10 percent of SAC members Feportet no problems.

When asked' about spebittc causes of these problems; the DAC

and SA members cited many reasons, but .few with enough frequency
4

I
to firmly establish them as preeminent causes. 'The most often

cited reasons were:

a

Working parents have little time (25 percent)

0, Parents lack interest or feel meetings are a wdae of
time (13 percent) V-

I

(4

Pare is lack specific knowledge needed :to )erform their
duties (16 percent)

Im$4

Parents of students in private schools or pdrents of
limited-English-proficient [L] students are sourdes
of these problems (6 percent)

.

,

CHANGES THAT MIGHT OCCUR UNDER ECIA
.

Sect- 56(b) of Chapter 1, ECIA (P:14.-97-35) describes the .

assurances that districts must provide to the state in applying

. for, Chapter 1 funds. stipulates that Chapter 1 programs and

kpprojects must be "designed and implemented in consultation with
cr.

parents and teachers" of the children being served. Grantees are

not required to establish Parent Advisory Councils. However, the

conference report accompanying P.L. )517-35 states that "it is an

)6-18 onof-,vu
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TABLE 675,

d

YEARS OF SERVICE OF DAC AND SAC MEMBERS AND
HOURS OF TRAINING PROVIDED TO'COUNCIL MEMBERS

- \-

Years of Service. on
Council

District Size

Small -*Medium wLarge Certainty

DAC 1.8 - 2.4 2.8 4.7

SAC. 2.3 1.6 2.6 3.0

Hours of Training in
Last Year

DAC 2.9 2.9 6.8 . "30.0

spic 2.3 0.6 1.8 12.8

r



option of the local educational agencies to continue sing FACs

to comply with the consultation requirement" (p. 7481. It may

also be worth noting that parents are now to be consulted on

\ design and'implementation 'issues, where before, they were to

advise on planning, implementation, and ev.alltion questions.

Because at the time of-our survey the legislation Was ver'y,

new, only .14 percent,of the mail questionnaire respondents said

. they could %respond to a general question about .the strengths and,

weaknesses of ECIA. Nineteen percent of these thought.elimina-

tion of required councils,was a strength, while 14 percent

thought it was a weakness. Given specific information about the

ECIA requirements, about 75 percent responded to particular hypo.- .-

thetical outcomes by choosing the one they'would prefer and the

one they anticipated would occur; these responses are presented

in Figure 6-2.

The,interviews conduced with Title I Directors confirmed

these trends, as shown in Table 6-6. The DAC was ,regarded as

unlikely to change in most larger districts (65 percent), while

some smaller districtsAreported that they may eliminate all

councils (42 percent).

When we tried to determine whether there was a relationship

between the problems with councils cited earlier and the desire

to retain, or eliminate them, we found that the data were incon-

n At
elusive. Vet-7 few Directors reported no problems, and they

44
seemed .to chdose retention or elimination in about the same pro-7.

portions as Directors who reported problems. Thus, we cannot

6-20
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F I GUItt 6 7 2

PREFERRED .AND ANTICIPATED CHANGES TO DACs
AND SACs AS A CONSEQUENCE OF ECIA

All councils Will continue
operating as they are this year.

The DACIwill be basically
unchanged, but SACs will

she substantially reduced
or eliminated.

The DAC will be substantially
reduced or eliminated, while
SACs ,remain basically
unchangedz -

Both the DAC and the
SACs will be effectively
eliminated.

DISTRICT SIZE

Small \ Wedium.

".

2
27

15

7

22

7

tit

43

Large and
Certainty

5.

The figures represent the percentage of Title I Directors reporting their preference or expected change.

Oa.
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TABLE 6-6

ANTICIPATED CHANGES TO DACs AND SACs
AS A CONSEQUENCE,'0 _ .

gll councils will continue
operating as, they have
this year.'

The DAC will be liasically
unchanged, but SACs will
be substantially reduced
or eliminated. .

The DAC will be substan-
tialfy ,reduced or elim-
in&ted,while SACs remain
basiCally =changed.

Both theIDAC and thl SAC
*all be eliminated.

Yi

District Size,'

Percent
Smalf

4,4Perdent'

Medium,
Percent

raTge and Certaintl',

t..

.

26 ,21 34

21 31

0 6'

42 29

(31) (34) (32)

*Table entries are the percentages of Directors in each co'umn,

(size category) giving the indicated response. Responses were

coded frpm answers to' a blioad question concerning the Director's-
"best gubss" as to the future of the ,councils.

4
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formal1' confirm that problems with SACs reported by larger dis-

tricts are leading them to want to redUce or elimete these'
. ,.

councils.

When we asked why they chose as they did,'qe respondents

favoring.0.imination of councils reiterated the burden,o

requirements for elections andfOr having -a* certa number of
k

members. Apparently; bir6ctors Would. have'prefqrred smaller
A

councils than were prescribed under Title I and would have pre-

A

ferred to appoint members ratter than hold elections..

Some contrasting quoteScapture the flavor of the'extreme

positions With respect to parental involvemept:
.

WANTING ONE REQUIRED PAC

Parents 41re valuable as
advocates for thetprograni.

There should be a requirement
that goes beyond 1"consult-
ation." Schools don't exist
in a- vacuum; they have to
have an effective relation-
ship with their clients.

Parents bring an accounta-
bility to the program that
is basic.

The opti9n may-create pres-
sure to increase the number
of groups to represent each
pare faction.

0)

WANTING TOTAL LOCAL OPTION

Parents don't want to be
bothered. . 4

411

Title I/requirementg are too
time-,consuming for parents to

. commit themselves to DAC par-
ticipation.

Professional edudators need
to make the decisions. Edu-
cators do all the work any-
way, so why bother? A

PACs are a thorn in the side
due to political activism and
demands for services.

ECIA represents a departure from previous legislation

regarding parental involvement, in Title 1. The scope of

federally required involvement has been

for a particular vehicle for involvement, the advisory councils,

reduced-and the mandate

6-23
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has been eliminated. A sizable fraCtion 119percent) of the

veyed districts anticipated that their, councils will disappear.

Although other distrigts reported that they want to keep pSrent

advisory geoups, they will probably be formed in ways different

from the ,Title I. legislative prescription. A confounding fctor

is that certain states Mandate advisory groups br schools

receiving various types of supplementary* funding.

Itwill be of interest to noteS....,/

Whether more stateS begin' to mandate advisory. councils
Cso that they can be assured that the projects are run
in consultation with parents of served children>

Whether, in the absence of state requirements, dis- ,
tricts choose to maintain a council or councils;'
'whether they:are composed of elected or appointed mem-
bers;44pd whether parents of served children are the

.fiajority of membership
411

Whether, because of state requirements Or district.
interest, the councils that are retained have greater"

or lesser involvemen-

The. requirements. for parental involvement in Federal pro-

grams were designed to insure that parents of the children to be

served participated in thb planning and implementation of local

projects. The Federal government is devolving the authority for

the design and operation of educational programs to the states,

and removing "unnecessary Federal supervision, direction, and

control. . . (and) . . burdens whidh. . . make no contribution'

to the instructional program." This move towards local control

may be offset by the concurrent weakening of specific piovisions

for the involvement of members of the groups to be served. On

the other hand, removing the 'prescription for the advisory

6-24
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councils 'May offer local administratoys the opportunity to

involve members of suci
.

Although districts

Title I requireMents to

groups'in more creative ways. ,

-

generally complied successfully with, the
,

establish councilsr parents did note seem c

to become deeply involved in planning, implementing, or evalu-

ating Title I programs. in lost districts. It remains a .question

whether eliminating the requirement for councilt will reduce Or

enhance the quality of parental involvement in.these activities.
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CHAPTER 7

FUNDS, ALLOCATION REQUIREMENTS

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS 0

Did districts have difficulty with the maintenance
of effort standard?

- Very few Title I districts (6 percent) reported :
having difficulty meeting Title'I standards for

. maintaining state an local.Olffort, and very few
Title I Directors,reported tAat Aintenance of effOrt
was a major issue in their districts. cs

Of those disthcts tfiat had difficulty with
maintenance of effort, only 9 percent had their
Title I funds reduced because of the, problem and.
no disi1 tricts lost their funds for the entire year.

Did districts have- difficulty obtaining.waivers from
the requirement? N*

- Of the one-third that sought a waiver of the
maintenance of effort standard, all received a
waiver.

What effect did Title I DireCtors perceive the la per-
- "slippage factor" in the new EFIA maintenance of
effort requirement Will have? ,

w
.- Forty-eight percent of the Title I Directors

reported that the new 10 percent "slippage factor"
in the ECXA maintenance of 'effort prbirision would
help 'given probable decreases in state and local
resources. HoWever, 34 percent pf ,the Title
Directors said they could not predict the effect of

. the new "slippage factor:" Opinions were divided
among the remaining 18 percent of the Title I
Directors.

Did manydistrict6 realiabCate resources to meet the
comparability standards?

The vast majority Of districts made no change in the
allocation of resources to meet the comparability
standards; the most common method of. reallocation,
however, was moving resources from non-Title I
buildings to Title I buildings.



0.-

To what extent were compliance agreements used to,..
enforce the comparability standards?

Fewer than one -third of the, districts with compara-
bility problems entered into a formal compliance
agreement with the state, and only 1 percent of

. those distribts had their Title I funds suspended
0 bepause of comparability problems.

What opinions did Title I Directors have of the
revised ECIA comparability criteria?

.

- Some Title I Directors'falt that the new ECIA
coMparability standaids were acceptable (58 percent)9.
or might provide relief from paperwork (24 percent);.
others, however, warned that the revised standards
did not seem - sufficient to ensure comparable
resources between Title I and non-Title I schools
(20 percent).

-to Were districts having problems with the supplement -not-
supplant and excess costs requirements?

Twenty -eight percent oC Title I Directors inter-
viewed reported that teir districts had problems
iifiplethpnting some:aspect of the supplement-not-
,aupplakt. requirement.

Of "the districts surveye d by mail, 16 percent
reported. that state staff reviewing their applica-
tions objected to program plans because of possible
violations of state or Federal regulations; in 19
percent of these catils, .state staff raised issues
conn4cted.with supplanting.

0 ,
Ninetynone percent of the Title 'I Directors inter-
viewed reported that their districts had np problems
withthe excess costa requirements. .



INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents District Practices Study data pertain-

ing to the Title I maintenance of effort, comparability, excess

hosts, and supplement-not-supplant-requirements., Since other

studies focused extensively on certain of these provisions,* the

District Practices Study focused on local school officials'

overall perceptions and"concerris about these funds allocation

requirements, as well as their reactions to changes made by

Chapter 1 of Etilik.

The study generally found that school districts were not

experiencing any major problems with implementing the Title I

fugds allocation provisions. The'problems that did exist

*Previous analyses pertaining-to the Title I maintenance:of
effort requirement include: General AccOunting Office, "Proposed
Changes in Federal Matching and Maintenance-of Effort.Require-
ments fdr State and Local Governments" (Washington, DC:. GAO,
December 1980); Aardn Gurwitz and Linda Darling-Hammond, Mainte-
nance of Effort Provisions: An Instrument of Federalism in'Edu-
cation, R-2684-EO (Santa Monica, CA: Rand,_Inc., June 1981).
-Among the previous analyses of_thg_comparability requirements
are: Lamda Corporation, "Fall 1973 Title .I Comparability
Survei," Vols. 1-3 (Washington, DC: Office of Program Evalu-
ation, August 1974);. Timothy Wirt, "Incrementalisth.in Educational
Policy Making: A Case. Study of Title I, ESEA," unpublished dis-
sertation '(Stanford, CA: Stanford University, 1973); R. Stephen
Browning and Jack Costello, Jr., "Title I: More of the Same?" in
Inequality -In Education (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Center for Law
and Education, June 1974); AUI Policy Research, Utilization and
Effects of.Alternative Measures of Comparability (Washington, DC:
"AUI Policy Research, August 1981). For previous analyses of the
supplement-not-supplant requirements, see*: NIE, "Federal Manage-

_ment in Ensuring the Supplementary Nature of Title I" in Adminis-
tration of Compensatory Education (Washington, DC, 1977), pp.
23-45; Hal Winslow and Ann Herschberger, Supplement Not Sup-
plant: A Note on the Definition and Use of a Title I Requirement
(Palo Alto, CA: Stanford Research Institute International,
1977).
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concerned, for the most part, the supplement-not-supplant and

excess costs requirements. As had been found in the past, some

districts seemed unaware of important implications that these

closely related requirements had for the design of Title I pro-

grams, and had actually experienced problems implementing`.these

provisions.,

SUMMARY OF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS.EREQUIREMENTS. AND FINDINGS FROM THE DISTRICT
. PRACTICES STUDY.

The Title I funds allocation provisions contained four

interrelated requirements designed to ensure that Title I funds

were spent for the purposes intended by Congress. The law

required that districts maintain their own level of fiscal effort

for free public education, and distribute state and local funds

in a manner which guaranteed Title I program participants their

full share of state and local services. State and local services

in Title I attendance areas had to be comparable to those pro-

vided in non-Title I areas. Title I funds for program parti-

cipants could only be used for the costs exceeding the average

per pupil expenditure of state and local funds. Title I funds

217
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had to supplement and not supplant the state and local funds to

which Title I children were entitled.*

Each of these funds allocation provisions is described more

fully. below. along with substantive findings from the Title I

District P ctices Study. Changes made by Chapter 1 of ECIA are

also noted when presenting data on local district officials' per-
,

ceptions of the likely effects of particular.statutory todifica-
,

tions.to Title I funds allocation requirements.

Maintenance of Effort

The maintenance of effort requirement stated that a district
%

could receive Title I funds only if it.maintained its "cembined

fiscal effort per student.or the aggregate expenditure

[for] . . free publ ic education" (§126(.4) of Title I). Com-

pliance with this requirement was determined by comparing the

district's expenditures for the preceding year to the second pre-

ceding year. The state education agency was reauire& to make a

*The Title I legal framework included certain exceptions to
these requirements, which were intended to increase flexibility
and ensure that the basic purposes of Title .I could be accom-
plished under,varying conditions. Special exemptions from the
comparability and excess costs requirements were provided for
state compensatory education [SCE] programsand other special
state or local funds.' A different supplement-not-supplant
requirement applied to these programs in order to facilitate
their coordination with Title I. In addition, exceptions to the
supplement- not - supplant requirement were provided for well-funded
SCE programs, for schoolwide projects, and-for.all Title I staff
to the extent necessary to permit them -to perform routine non-

- instructional school duties customarily shared by all teachers.
The DiStrict Practices Study did not focus on these exceptions,
but limited its investigation to the basic aspects of these Title'
I funds allocation requirements.
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_finding that a district's fiscal effort had not dropped from the

second preceding year to the first preceding year before it dis-

tributed Title I funds to the district.

As Congress stated when reauthorizing Title I in 1978:

The cornerstone of. ESEA . . . [and] . . . the
historic intentis that Federal dollars must
-represent an additional effort for the target
children; thus, state and 1ocal education
program expenditures must be maintained at
previous levels (H.R. Rep. No. 1137, p. 139).

However, to increase flexibility and ensure that Federal

purposes were adaptable to changing circumstances,

the Act authori;es the [SeCretary] to grant a
,

waiver of 'the maintenance Hof effort require-
ment for j'a-lAingle fiscal year in cases of
exceptional, or unforeseen circumstances such
as a natural. ;isaster.or a precipitous and
unforeseen decline in the financial resources
of the state .or local educaitiohal agency
(H.R. Rep. No% 1137, p.139).*

A 1980 study focused on maintenance of effort provisions

in Fedecal laws found:

Only 28 LEAs fell out of compliance with the mainte-'
nance of effort:provisions between fiscal years 1977
to 1980. Of th, 24 were granted waivers by the
U.S. Office of. ucation (Gurwitz and Darling-Hammond,
1980, cited in EDI.s A Report to Congress., March 1982,,'
p. 11-13).

*The House Report continued,' stating that an example of a
precipitous and unforeseen decline in financial resources that
would justify a waiver "would bs'a major industrial or commercial
faciiity leaving the area," but that "the decision of a state or
local legislature to slash the education budget would not in and
of itself constitute a valid dAcreaee of financial resources
since this is a voluntary .and controllable act" (H.R. Rep. No.
1137, p. 139).
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Data from both the DPS mail survey and the representative

site visit interviews confiined that most Title I Directors did

not perceive maintenance of effort to be a major issue. The mail

survey and interview findings presented in Table 7-1 show that

only 6 percent of the Title I Directors believed that compliance

with ,the program's maintenance of effort provision was a major

issue in their-districts.

Responses to a closely related mail survey question showed .

110

that since 1978, 98 percent of the Aistricts had had no diffi-

culty meeting the maintenance of effort requirement. Of the 10

districts -reporting difficulty, 4 sought and received waivers,

while others also received their full Title I allocations.. Only

one district had its-allocation reduced, for the year. Similarly,

only 3 of the 100 Title I Directorsiriterviewed had experienced

a maintenance ofi,effort problem since 1978 (seeTable 7-2).

chapter'l of ECIA relaxes the Title I maintenance of effort

standard, allowing a district, without pen9ty, to reduce state

and local expenditures 10 percent from th0 second to the first

Preceding year 0558(a)(1). Chapter 1 also retains a waiver

provision similar to that in Title I.

The District Practices Study sought Title I Directors'

initial assessments of the Chapter 1 maintenance of effort

standard- As Table 7-3 shows, almost half of the' mail survey

districts responding to the question said the 10 percent

"slippage factor" would help since the district would probably

Eve a decline in .state 'and local resources over the next

220
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TABLE 7-1

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS IN WHICH TITLE I
DIRECTORS BELIEVED MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

WAS A MAJOR ISSUES

Mail Survey'
Representative,
Site Interviews

Not a major issue 94 71

Major issue 6 6

No answer given 0 23

(352)* , (100)

Q

*Number in parentheses below line in this and all -subsequent
tables is the number of respondents to this item.
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TABLE. 7 2

PERCENT OF .DISTRICTS THAT EXPERIENCED DIFFICULTY
WITHIN THE LAST THREE YEARS IN' MEETING.THE
TITLE I MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT

Mail Survey
Representative
Site Interviews

No. difficulty meeting standard . 98 95

Difficulty meeting standard -2 3

No answer given 0 2

(441) (100)

O



TABLE .7-3
1

INITIAL ASSESSMENT BY TITLE I DIRECTORS-.
OF 10, PERCENT "SLIPPAGE FACTOR" IN THE NEW
CHAPTER 1 MAINTENANCEOF EFFORT REQUIREMENT

Aelps since district faces probable decline in state
and local resources

Cannot predict

PrObably does not help since district .does not face
probable decline'id state and local resources.

Will provide flexibility to some districts but cam-.
promises purpose of. provision

Needlessly restricts local practices

4

;PP

Percent

;48

34

7

(124)



several years.

they could not

Wer one third of the respondents, however, said

'predict' the eTeet of the ,new standard. A. small.
6 ,

number of districts (6 percent) indicated that the purpose of the

maintenance of effort provision would be compromised by the

"slippage factor."

Comparability

The comparability requirement was aprohibition against'fis-
,

cal discrimination designed. to "assure equity in funding for

"4- Title I children" (H.R. Rep. No. 1137, p. 31) . This obligation

required local educational.agencies 'to provide services in

'[Title'I] project areas which, taken as a whole, are at least

comparable to services bpidg provided in areas" which were

not receiving funds under Title I (§126(e) of Title I). To

accomplish this, the regulations, with certain exceptions,*

require4 an annual comparability report and reallocation of

resources, if necessary, t
4

comparable services:

ensure that Title I schools received'

A 1981 study of comparability found:

Seventy-five percent of the 44 districts
[that volunteered to participate in the
study, which.granted 34 districts waivers
from .the requirement] perceived comParapility
requirements to conflict with state-orilocal
resource allocation policies. However, only
one of these districts was able to provide, a
co rete example of how it was.prevented from
ca rying out local policies for allocating
st ff, programs, and services. All other
districts' reported that they did carry out
local policies for allocating staff, pro-
grams, and services. The one conflict
described was the reallocation of staff to
comply with comparability after the school
year,began. Except for eight districts,
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reallocations involvegifewer than three staff
members (Ellman, FerraPh., Moskowitz, and.
Stewart, 1981, cited in ED's A,Report to Con-
gress., March 1982, p.

o

The DPS mail. survey sought to determine the extent to which

districts had been required to reallocate' resources to meet tb

present Title I comparability standard. The data indicate that

only 8 percent of the Title I districts reported reallocating

resources to meet the Title I standard;the remainder indicated

that no realloclation has been necessary. Table 7-4 illustrates

the types and effects of reallocations made by 19 interview

districts. 'Most (42 percent) met the comparability requirement

by hiring additional staff..
,

Mail survey.data suggest that state Title I officials watch

districts closely to ensure compliance with comparability:
.

Thirty-one percent of the,districts (441 districts) reported

having entered into a formal comparability compliance agreement

with the state within the last three years. States rarely

suspended Title I funds to enforce compliance with comparability,

however. Only 1 percent of 441 districts repo ted that their.

Title I funds had been suspended within the last three years

because of comparability problems.

Chapter 1 of ECIA has a more flexible comparability proVI-

.sion than does Title I and relies-on assurances_ rather than

mandatory.report. Under Chapter 1, a district is deemed to have

met the comparability requirements if it has filed with the SEA

ssuran tat it has established (a) a districtwide

salary. schedu (b) a. policy to ensure equivalence among schools

a written
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TABLE 7-4

TYPES AND EFFECTS" OF CHANGES MADE BY DISTRICTS TO MEET
THE COMPARABILITY STANDARDS

c

Percent.

Hired additional staff 42

Had to add resources 11

Changes are an accepted practice 11

Changes caused some morale problems

0
Reduced athount of staff time charged to
Title I .5

Some teachers moved 5

Hired. and transferred staff 5

Closed a school' 5

No explanation 5

(19)

f
7713'
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in teachers, administrators, and auxiliary personnel; and (c),a

policy to insure equivalence among schools in the provision of

curriculum materials and instructional supplies (§558(c)(2)

. ECIA).

The District Practices Study asked TitleI Directors to

assess the revised comparability criteria in Chapter- 1 of ECIA.

'44
Table 7-5 shows that,of the 84 respondentS, over half (58

percent) reported they were "acceptable or posed no problem,"

while about a quarter (24 percent) said the revised criteria-_

"seem to provide relief from paperwotk." Other Directors'are

less certain, however. A fifth of the Directors reported that

the revised comparability criteria "do not seem sufficient to

ensure comparable resources between Title 1 and 1-1A-Title I

schools." Almost 65,percent of the responding mail survey

districts (30 districts) believed that the Chapter 1 compara-
..

bility criteria need to be clarified. Fifty-one percent of tlpe

responding districts, however, believed that the clarification

should not occur in finding regulations (see Table 7-6), .1

Supplement-not-Supplant and Excess Costs*

The-Ipagic.supplement-not-supplant mandate provided that

Title I funds could bd used "only so as to supplement and, to

*The supplement-not-supplant and excess c9sts -provisions had
the same purpose,as explained by a recent study! !'The excess

costs provision is simply an extension of clarification of the
supplanting provision. Title I funds are to be used to pay for
supplementary services. Phrased differently, "TA.tle I funds' can

only be used pay'for the excess costs of supplementary aspects
of'a program" (Silverstein and Schember, 1977, p. 486).

7-14
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p
TABLE 7-5

TITLE I DIRECTAS' ASSESSMENT OF REVISED'
CHAPTER 1-COMPARABILITY CRITERIA

Acceptable or pose no problem

Percent*

58

Seem to provide' relief from paperwork 24

Do not seem sufficient to ensure
comparable resources between Title I
and nonTitle I schools 20

Response concerns opinions about
comparability rather than revised
criteria- 14

Not applicable 11'

Wil3, not make comparability, easier
to%achieve

Don't know 6

Criteria unclear or ambiguous 2

-(84)

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question Wat permitted.
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TABLE 7-6

PERCEPTIONS OF TITLE I DIRECTORS AS TO-THE
EFFECT OF THE REVISED CHAPTER.1 COMPARABILITY

CRITERIA ON THEIR OWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Percent*

Require clarification, but not binding
regulations, to ensure comparable services'
"across Title I and non-Title I schools 51

Provide necessary relief from paperwork and
ensure that TitlI schools will receive
comparable resources from state and local
sources

,

. 40

Cannot predict effect 34

Needlessly restrict local practices 15.

ti

Require-clarification, including binding:
regulations, to ensure comparable services
across Title I and non-Title I schools 14

Provide necessary relief from paperwork, butt
do not ensure that Title I and non-Title I
schools will receive comparable resources
from state and local sources 9

Other comments 9

(30)

a

1

p -
.

. .

*Percentages in this column do not total to 10Q percent since
more than one response to.the question was, permitted.

1
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the extent practical, increase the level of funds that would be

made available in the absence of such Federal funds" (§126(c) of

Title I). Further, "in no case may such funds be used to

supplant such funds from. non - Federal sources.." In 1978 'Congress

explained that the basic purpose of the supplethent-not-supplant

provision was to prevent fiscal discrimination by ensuring that

"children participating in Title I programs . . . receive their

fair share of regular state and local funds" (S. Rep. 95-856, p.

15).*

The excess costs requirement, enacted in 1974 and designed

to reinforce the supplement-not-supplant concept, provided that.

Title I funds could be used only for:

costs directly attributable to programs and
projects which exceed the average per pupil
expenditure'of a local educational agency in
the most recent year for which satisflactory
data are available for pupils in the 'grade or
grades included in such programs or projects
(§126(b) of Title I).

In past years there was some uncertainty about what the

supplement-not-supplant and excess costs provisions required to

*Other purposes were to ensure that children eligible for
Title I programs, ae a group,received their fair share of SCE°
funds and that Title I funds were not used to provide services
that districts were requiied by law to fund with state or local
money. The District Practices Study did not examine local poli-
cies concerning SCE funds allocation and the idsue is not further
discussed in this chapter. -Overlap between Title I programs and
services required by law to be provided with state or local
resources occurs most frequently with respect to handicapped
students, children with limited-Engliskproficiency, and students
receiving remedial services to e' for minimum competency
tests [MCT]. This chapter presents data concerning Title Land
MCT remedial services while Chapter 5 discusses the "required by
law" concept as it applies to the handicapped and those with'
limited-English proficiency.
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ensure that Tile I participants received extra, rather than

substituted, services. Because the issues were not domprehen-

sively addressed in early Title I 'regulations, and because "Fed-
,.

eral administration of the requirements guaranteeing the supple-

mentaly nature of the program [was] neither clear nor consistent"

(NIE, 1977b, p. 173), many districts did not understand the

implications of the. requirements for designing Title I programs

(Demarest, 1977; Silverstein and Schember, 1977; Vanecko and

Ames, 1980). r
In an attempt to resolve thi problem, Congress, in the

legislative history of the 1978 Amendments, (1) discussed the

lack of clarity and comprehensiveness in the supplanting regu-

lations; (2) stated that Title I did not require a particular

type of program design; and (3) directed that new Title I regu-

lations contain "legal nonsupplanting models and include examples

explaining how the general principles apply to day-to-day situa-

tions" Rep. No. 1137,' p. 291.

In the "final" regulations promulgated in January 1981, the

supplement-not-supplant principles yere illustrated through six

program design models, known as excess costs models. These r12-7u-

lations identified circumstances under which districts wGre

required to contribute state or louAly funded instructional time

to the Title I project to ens are that participants -received sup-

plemental rather than subc;-4tuted services.*.

*The Department of Educat5oil later decreed that the excess costs
regulations were guidelines which could be followed rather than-
regulations which must be followed (46 F.R. 18976, March 27
1982).
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.ED suspended the January 1981 "final" regulations', however,

and Chapter' 1, ECIA was subsequently enacted. The-new law

-repeals the Title I excess costs provision, but retains the basic

supplementL-not-supplant requirement.*

'Twenty-eight percent of the Title I Directors in the 100

representative site districts said they have had problems with

the supplement- not - supplant requiremerit. One particular problem

was designing supplementary programs for secondaryschools. -One-
r.

third of the Title I-Directors interviewed stated that, in . .

designing.rnle I projects for secondary school.students, there

,

were problems different fr 1 those involved in designing elemen

tary programs. -drlhose pt.. _lying this difference, approxi-

mately one-half (54 percent) -stated that scheduling was Tore

difficult at the secondary level, but 14 percent referred to the

supplanting prohibition or the excess costs requirement. Forty-
.

two,perde of the Directors reporting problems in designing

secondary school projects identified the problem as "determining

w;li)4t is supplement-not-suiplant or excess costs."

Data from DPS case studies. illuminate possible causes of

supplanting problems. Of all the District Title I applications

*Regarding the Title I supplement-not-supplant requirement for
SCE. funds, however, Congress made a. major change. Under the new
law, all state or local funds expended for "special programs
. . consistent with" Chapter 1 may be excluded from determina-
tions of compliance with the supplement-not-supplant requirement
(§558(d) of ECIA). The practical effect of this provision, which
legislatively, overrides the court decision 'in Alexander v. Cali-
fano, 432'F. Supp. 1182 (N.D. Cal. 1977), is to allow districts
the option of limiting state compensatory education programs to

.'schools ineligible far Chapter 1.
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reviewed during these case studies, nbae offel-ed sufficient

information to determine whether the proposed programs complied

with the supplement -not- supplant provision. The deficiency was

the same in each application--no indication of the intensity of

regular program services to be received by Title I participants,

as compared to the educational program of non-Title-I partici-

pants.* Without this information, it was impossible'to detlermine

from the application whether Title I students received their fair

share of services funded by state or local revenues.

Of interest, the DPS mail survey revealed that relatively

few supplanting problems are uncovered' during the Title I appli-

cation approval process .p Only 16 percent of the mail survey dip-
,

tricts 1335 districts) reported that state staff reviewing their

applications had objected to program, plans because of posiible

violations of state or Federal regulations. In only 19'percent-

of these cases had the state staff raised a supplanting question

(see Table 7-7). Thus, .application review appeared to uncover

supplanting problems in only 3,percent of the -districts, while

29 percent reported that they had had problems with this

requirement.**

*This situation may change. if states modify their application
forms to reflect the excess costs/supplement-pot-supplant program
design models offered as examples in the guidelines.

**If most districts were "Solving their supplanting problems prior
to submitting their applications,,this would explain the low, rate
-at which problems were identified by state officials. An alter-
native hypothesis would be that many 'applications contained' ___;
insufficient information to deterMine the existence of supplant
ing groblems, but-were routinely approved.
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TABLE 7-7

s

REPRESENTATIVE SITE INTERVIEW DISTRICTS PERCENT OF
PROGRAM AkEAS'IN WHICH STATE APPLICATION REVIEW

RAISED QUESTIONS ABOUT POSSIBLE' VIOLATIONS

V

Program Area

Parent involvement

Percent*

29

Need, assessment. 25

Eligibility and selection of children-
in greates% t need 24

Program management and budgeting 23

Supplement-not-supplant 19

Attendance area eligibility and targeting 25

Preparation of district application 14

Other

Program design 7

'Evaluation) 5

-Ace

Comparability 2

'coordination with other Federal/state
education programs

Nonpublic participation .0

(55)

*Percentage's in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.
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Whether the apparent deficiency in Title I program appli-

cations was insignificant or evidenced widespread misunderstand-
*

ing of the supplanting prdhilition's Impact on program design

remains unclear, but other evidence bears on this question. Dur-

ing DPS interviews of- Title I Directors', virtually none described

supplanting as a failure to provide Title I students their fair

share of state or locally funded services,. Over a third defined

supplanting as a problem involving use of Title I funds for

ineligible students (a general aid problem, not a supplanting

violatiofi).
.

One Title I Director, for example, discussinga past "sup-

planting" problem in his district (teachers paid by Title I funds

regularly instructing Title I students), solved the problem by

switching the program from an inclass to a pullout design. Simi-
.

larly, another Title I Director made the mistake of thinking his

district "avoided all supplanting problems by making sure only

Title I students receivedNritle I services."

This confusion of general aid with supplanting does not in

itself establish that many school districts misunderstand the

true implications' of supplement-not-supplant for the design of

Title I programs, but two such examples among the Title I

Directors interviewed may confirm such'a hypothesis.

One Title I Director showed District Practices Study staff

an accurate and insightful memorandum he had prepared on the

implications of the supplanting requirement for Title I program.

design. He said he had written the memorandum after lengthy
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reflection,and detailed conversations with ED officials. Another

.Title I Director reported a similat experience. After many hours

of analyzing the excess costs modelS set forth in ED- Title ,I

guidelines; this Director applied the pertinent principles to the

fiscal circumstances of his distirict and developed a detailed

resource distribution formula to ensure that each Title ,I student

would receive a fair Shay of state 'and-local services . District
..

Practices'Study stetff found no comparable documents in other dis-,

tricts, and both of these exceptional Directors stated that.their

work led them to a new understanding of,the meaning of the excess

costs and supplement-not-supplant provisions fbr the'design of.

Title I programs

States appear to be aware of the need for some explanation

and assistance in this area. Table 7-8 shows that of the 220"

mail-b-UrVey.dIstricts that identified. subject areas in which they

receive stdte..technical'assiebtance, about one quarter (26 p -

cent) reported :hat
. the areas included supplement-not-suppla

SUMMARY

The-District Practices Study undertook a limited inquiw

into district perceptions and concerns' about Title .I funds allo-

cation provisions (maintenance of effort, comparability, supple-
,

ment-notmailk3lant, and excess costs). The inquiry yielded gen-

eral findings in several areas, but survey 'research is cle9.rly

not the best tool for.inalyzing the complex interrelatedness and

operation of the funds allocation provisions. DeSpite these

236
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TABLE 7 -8.

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS RECEIVING STATE

Program Area

HELP,

,

BY PROGRAM AREA

Percent*

Preparation'of district application

Evaluation

Parent involvement
1

Needs aslOgsment' E

Program management/budgeting.
.

Eligibility/selection of children
in greatest need

4
Improve. quality of instructional
program .

.71 ,
,

69

48.'

47

'46

44

-36

Supplement-not-supplant

COmparability

s'26

25 .

Attendance area eligibility/targeting 23'

Cqprdination with other educatiohal
progiams 21

Other 2

to.

r.

(220)

,

*Percentages in this column coo, not total to 100 percent since

more than pne response tqf,the question was permitted.
0

p.
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obvious limitations, the data generally, indicated the following:
,

-Maintenance of effort appeared to be a problem only in
,a limited'number of districts, and opinion was divided
on the'impact of the new 10 percent "slippage factor"
in the revised Chapter 1 maintenance of effort pro- .

vision.'.

Comparabili4 was not perceived aAa major issue in
most districts. ,Most districts, that had to reallocate

'resources to achieve comparability did so by moving
resources from nal-Title I buildings to Title I build-
ings. --

,

Many districts (almost two- thirds) perceived a need
for clarification of the revised Chapter 1 comparabil-
ity criteria; although over half ,of the districts felt
the revised criteria are acceptable, a fifth of the
districts doubted that the, Chapter 1 criteria' are
sufficient to ensure comparability..

Supplement-nOt-supplant and ex6ess costs were require-,
ments-that appeared to provoke some uncertainty in
some districts, particularly when confuse with the
general aid prohibition and when applied to the design
and delivery_ of instructional services ensure that
Title I, parttcipants'received supplemental rather-than
substituted services.

These findings suggest that school districts were not

experiencing, or at least were not reporting, major problems with

tfie Title L funds allocation provisions. The on possible excep-
. .

tion is the supplement-not-sppplant ptovision;,it appears,that.

some.district.i might still benefit from a fuller explanation of

how this requirement applies to the design of truly supplemental

programs.
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CHAPTER 8

STATE'' ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS UNDER
TITLE I'AND STATE INFLUENCE ON

'DISTRICT PRACTICES
V

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

To what extent do state officials object to aspects
of district applications?

- Many districts.reported that,the state approved
their applications (1) Without objections about
educational ineffectiveness (97 percent); (2)
without objections about possible violations of
Federal or state regulations (84 percent); and (3)
without revisions to the application t73 percent).
However, 44 percent of the districts said that
application-approval had become more rigoroOs since
the'1978 amendments.

_ Have states increased their monitoring activities since
1978?

- ,Most.districts (78 percent) reported no increase in
the*frequency_of formal on-site monitoring visits
since. 1978; only 22 percent.i:clicated an increase - in .

such monito4ng since 1978.

To what extent and with what sucrless are states prOvid-
. ing technical assistance to. districts?

- dyer half,of the districts (5E percent) reported
that the quality or availabili..4 of state technical
assistance had increased since 1978. The majority
of districts (68percent) had received state tech-
nice; assistance and were sati: ted with it. Yet 32
percent of the distLi(.ts repo.ted they did not
receive technical acsiste-,IP '7om the state.

D6 districts perceive state requirements to be more'
strict than Federal regulations?

Almost two-thirds (64y percent) of the districts
indicated that state Title I regulations were not
more,restrictive than.Federal.regulatione. However,
within-state analyses of the 29 states with 7 or

. more respondent districts showed considerable dis-
agreement on this point.

8-1
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What has been the extent and effect of program auditing
since 1978?

- Most districts (70.percent) said their Title I pro

gram had been,included in audits (state, Federal, or
'both) since 1978; however, some districts (80 per-
cent) reported that their Title I program had not
been included in an audit since 1978. Eighty per-

cent of the districts indicated that Federal audi-
tors examined both financial records and compliance
with Title I regulations; only 70 percent of state
auditors did this. Many districts reported making
changes in the operation of their Title I programs ,

as the result of audit findings and exceptions.

Have states influenced changesin the grade levelsat
which services are provided?,

- Only 26 percent of the districts reporting a sub-
stantial change in the number of Title ',students
served by grade 1eVel since 1978 considered state
influence a very important or somewhat important
reason for substantial, changes in the number of
Title I students served by' grade level since 1978.

Have states influenced changes in the program instruc-
tional areas? .

- Only 23 percent of the districts indicating a sub-
Stantial change in subjects area emphases of their
Title I program/said state influence was a very
important or somewhat important reason for these

changes.

Have states encouraged districts to use the pullout

21221:21P design?

- Forty --six percent of the districts using a pullout
desigt for part or all of their Title 'I program
iudicated that state influence was a very important

or somewhat important reason for doing so.

Hare states influenced changes in staffing or cur-

ricula?

-. Thirty-four percent of the districts making changes
in Title I staffing or curricula since 1978 reported
that'state influence was a very important or some
what important reason for those changes.



Do districts perceilPe states as-barriers to desirable
program change ?.

Over two-fifths (45 percent) of the districtd that
would like to change features of their Title I pro-
gram defindd state influence as a very important or
somewhat important barrier to desired program
!changes.



INTRODUCTION

Title I was implemented through an intergovernmental system

in which. states played an administrative oversight role by:

Approving Title I applications from school districts
-J

. Monitoring school district Title i programs

Providing technical assistance to help sAool distActs
implement Title I

Developing state Title I policies or regulations
0

Conducting fiscal and compliance audits of local
Title I programs and resolving audit exceptions and
findings*

Previous research indicated that states differed consider-.

ably in how they carried out their administrative responsibili-

ties under Title I (Berke and Kirst, 1972; Goettel, Kaplan, and

Orland, 1977;. Gaffney, Silverstein, and Thomas, 1977). The NIE

Compensatory Education Study noted the same diverse practices:

The Study of State Administration corroborated the
finding of widely varying state practices. States
ary greatly from one to another in the way they
isseminate information, provide technical assistance k

d enforce compliance (NIE, 1977, p. 51). .

NIE also found that the manner in which states administer

Title I can influence how school districts implement the program.

In this regard, NIE examined state use of Title I administrative

staff to carry out Titre I responsibilities and noted that data r

"suggest.a relationship between state staffing practices and the

*States also have responsibilities concerning the evaluation of
Title I programs; withholding or-suspending Title I funding as an
enforcement mechanism or entering into compliance agreements in
lieu of withholding funds; and resolving complaints about the
Title I program.

4



quarity'of administration at both the state and local levels"

(NIE, 1977, p. 54). _NIE findings suggest the potential influence-

of state Title I staff on local programs:
4

4 The more time that state staff spent with local staff,
the greater the likelihood that local programs would be

well-administered.

Application workshops, monitoring visits, or techni-

cal assistance.visits appeared equally valbable in
improving LEA performance.

o The greater the 'efforts a state made to clarify, record
and disseminate both Federal and state regulations, the
less likely itsdistricts were to experience compliance
problems. (NIE, 1977, p. 55).

' As a result of these and other NIE findings about state

practices, Congress clarified state administrative responsi-

bilities in the 1978 Amendments and increased the amount of the

funding set aside for state administration. This revised legal

framework for Title I state administration was.part of the con-
.

text_in which the District Practices Study examined district

perceptions of the state role and its influence since 1978.

This chapter first briefly describes the Title I legal

framework for .the key state administrative functions of appli-

cation approval, monitoring, technical assistance, rulemaking,.'

and auditing and audit resolution. It then presents-District.

Practices Study data concerning -local Title I administrators'

perceptions .of (1) how states carried out their:administrtive-
.

responsibilities and how this generally influences distr icts*;

*The District Practices Study included only wi.imited inquiry
into the state role and its influence .ondistridt implementation

of Title I. A companion study of state Title I administration

was undertaken by the American Institutes for Research (ATR).

The District Practices Study considered state influence in

examining rationales given by school districts for their Title I

practices.
8-6
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(2) 'whether there were'any changes since the Education Amend -

Ments of 1978 in hoW states approved applications, monitored, and

provided technical assistance; and (3) whether state influence

impacts on Title I program Changes involving numbers of students

served, subject area emphases, the use of pullout and inclass

designs, and staffing or curricula approaches, as well as con-

straints-on program change. The chapter concludes with a summary

which discusses possible implications' of the findings,

TITLE I LEGAL FRAMEWORK

tate Approval of District Title I Applications

The State Educational Agency TSEA] was responible for

approving Title I applications submitted by sdhool districts.*

The.SEA had to bake certain determihations before approving an

application. In part, the 'SEA had to determine, "subject to

such;basic criteria as the [Secretary] may Prescribe," that thee

application (1 provided for theluse of . . . funds in a manner

which meets [applicable] requirements" and (2) was "consistent

with the assurances contained in the general application" (§121

of Title I).

*§121 ofetitle I provides. that a district may receive a Title I
'grant if it has on filb with the state a current'applidation,
approved by the [SEA], describing the programs and. projects to be
Conducted-.,. . for a period not to exceed three fiscal years,
including the fiscal year for which the grant is. made." This
provision alloWs use of _either an annual application or a three
year application with annual updates.
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In 1978 Congress also required that, prior,to approval of an'

/

application, an SEA consider, where pertinent:

The results of Federal and stgate audits

The resulteof Federal and state monitoring eports

Administrative complaints by paxents.or other indi-
viduals concerning the applicant's .compliance. with
Title I and,scho61 district- 1,

.The results of district Title I evaluation reports
(§164(a)(1)(2) of Title 1)-

Other conditions for approval, were ('1) the district was not Out-

of compliance with a determination,of the SEA or the Secretary.

that it repay misused Title I,funds and (2) the district was not

out of compliance_with'a compliance 'agreement-entered into with
. .

the SEA in lieu'of withholding funds for noncompliance (§164(a)

fs

(1)(B) of 'Title I).

The SEA could not finally disapprove a Title I application,

In whole or in part, withoUt first affording.the appliCant-

reasonable notice and opportunity for a hearing (§164(c) of

Title I and 434(b)(1) of GEPA).
C

/ State Monitoring Of District Title I Programs

In'the 1978 Amendments Congress, jiting a GAO -'report which
ti

found serious inadequacies in state monitoring of Title I,*

*As,the legislative history explains:

-the Committee has previously stressed the importance of,
state monitoring of Title I 'programs-in its report on the'
1974 ameridmepts. Yet, a 1975 GAO Reportabout Title
cited the need forimproved:monitoring bf Title I programs.
The GAO studyfound that about 35 percent of the state
educational agencies visited; as part .of the study had'ilb
formal monitoring systems for Title I (H.R. Rep. No. 1137,
p. 44; S. Rep. No. 856, p,,60).

-244=
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C

decided tobe more specific about state responsibility for Moni-
s'

0

toring distridt Title I programs. Consequently, §167 of Title I

required that the SEA adopt standards for monitoring district

Title I programS. 'These standards had to be consistent (1) with

minimum standards established by the Secretary and (2) with the

state monitoring, and :enforcement plan which §171 of Title

required be submitted to the Secretary (§167 of Title I).

The state monitoring standards had to (1) describe the

purpose and scope of monitoring; (2) specify the frequency of

on-site' visits; (3)describe the procedures for issuing and

responding to monitoring reports, including but not. limited to,

the period of.time in which the SEA must issue its reports, the

period of' time in which the applicant agency must respond, and

the appropriate follow-up by the SEA; (4) specify the methods for

making, monitoring reports available to parents, state and 'local,

auditors, and other-persons, and (5) specify the'methods for

ensuring that noncompliant practices are corrected (§167 of

Title I). The monitoring and enforcement plan that the SEA

submitted under Title I was required to include a report "of the

activities undertaken by the State in the years since the pre-

vious plan was filed to carry out its monitoring and enforceaent

efforts" under Title I (§171 of. Title I; also see §434(a)(1) of

..GEPA).

State Technical Assistance

In 1978 Congress clarified state responsibilities for tech-

nical' assistance, including information dissemination. Each
0

24 P
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Actie had to assure the Secretary in its general application

that it would adopt and use proper methods of administering each

program, including:

providing technical assistance, where necessary, to
agencies, institutions, and organizations,

encouraging the adoption by . . . agencies, institu-
tions, and organizations of promising or innovative,
educational techniques, and

disseminating, throughout -7.1.1e state information on pro-
gram requirements and successful practices (§435(b)(3)
(B),(C),(D) of GEPA).

More specifically, §166 of Title I required that eadh'SEA carry

on a "comprehensive program' to provide technical assistance" to

schobl districts.- The "comprehensive program" had to include

technical, assistance (1) for management procedur4e, (2TRador

planning, development, implementation, and evaluation of pro-.

grams; and (3) for preparation of applications, as well as (4)

other forms of technical assistance needed (§l66 of Title I).

Title I also mandated that SEAs provide school districts

with technical assistance for evaluation. Section 183(c) of

Title I required that the Secretary provide "such technical and

other assistance as may be necessary to [SEAs] to enable-them
----1 __-

to assist [districts]\and state agencies in the development and

application of a systematic evaluation of programs in accordance

with the [evaluation] yodels" developed by the Secretary.

State Rulemakin9

To clarify .state, authority o adopt state Title I rules and

regulations, the 1978 Amendments provided in §165 of Title I that



nothing 'Title I prevented states from having such rules and

regulations as long as they did not conflict with Title I or

other Federal law.

In recognition of state anC lodal differences within a

Federal system, 5165 of Title I_aleo required that the Secretary

encourage states adopting such rules "to rd.-cognize the special

and unique needs and circumstances of the State and of each

[district] in the State." e,

State Audits-and Audit Resolution

In.1978 Congress emphasized state audit and audit resolution

responsibilities because of concern about (1) the manner in Which

some states had failed to perform these functions adequately, and

(2).state audits that exemined only expenditures, but not cord-

pliance, as required by the regulations.

Section 170 of Title I required that "each State shall make

provisions for audits of the expenditure of funds. . . The

audits must determine, at a minimum, (1) "the fiscal integrity of

grant or subgrant financial transactions and reports" and (2)

the compliance with applicable statutes, regulations, and terms

----arid-d-ohaffions of the grant or subgrant (.S170 of Title I).

Audits had to be made "with reasonable frequency, usually

annually, but not less than once every two years, considering the

nature, size, and complexity of the activity" (§170 of Title I).

Congress also clarified the obligation of the states to

resolve audits. Section 170 of Title I required that each SEA

have in effect "written procedures, meeting minimum standards

243 11,,
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established by the Commissioner, to assure timely and appropriate
' 4

resolution-of audit findings and recommendations. 'he

procedures had to include: (1) a description of the, audit

resolution process, (2) timetables for each step of the process,

and (3) an audit appeals process.

FINDINGS ABOUT KEY STATE ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCIIONS%-

State Approval of District Applications

Mail survey data indicate that more than hale (55 percent)

of the districts used a three year application with annual

changes instead of an annual application. State influence on the

use of the annual, as opposed to the three year, application is

significant,/ Table 8-1, which displays (by district 'size)" rea-

-611Es given by districts for use of the annual application, shojks

that 80 percent of the large and very large districts using an

annual application did so because the state required it.

Most of the districts surveyed (7,3 ercent) reported that

the state did not ask (either formally or informally) the die-

, trict to explain or change its last application. The remaining

districts gave a variety of reasons why the state asked for an

explanation or change of the last application. As *Table 8-2

indicates, over two-fifths of, these districts (42 percenti .

reported that the state asked for a revision or explanation

either because f a state monitoring report (39 percent) or a

Federal monitoring report (3 percent): Nearly a third of the

districts (30 percent) indicated that an 'evaluation of,the

district program was the reason.; The next most frequent reason_

4
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TABLE 8-1

,INFLUENCE OF STATES ON DISTRICTS' USE
OF ANNUAL APPLICATION

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Small Medium Large 'Very Large

.Districts Districts Districts Districts

State reguilent, 6,s 4:66 0 80

---

4._

District choice 8 21

'Don't know

41.

20 20

.
4*

13 0 0

0
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TABLE 8-2
,

'PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING STATES REASONS
FOR7ASKING FOR EXPLANATId1VOR REVISION

At-

"OF TITLE I APPLICATION*
4

Percent**

k

State monitoring report '.39,

Title I evaluation 30 '

State audit 17

Federal monitoring report 3

Title I complaint 2

,

Federal audit 0

Other 53

a

*This tabl displays data from the 27 percent of the
districts_ ndicating that the state asked for explanation

or revis n of the application.

**Perce t ges in this column do.not total to 100 percent

since ip6re Ilan one response-to the question was.

permitted.

***Number in parentheses below line in this and all sub-
sequent tables is the number of respondents to -this- item.



was a state audit (17 percent). These reasons do not vary

significantly by district size.

Districts were also asked whether the state objected to theti

last application because of possible violations of state or

Federal regulations. Only 16 percent of' districts said the

state objected for these reasons. Table 8-3 shows the different,

program areas in which these distridts indicated the state

thought there were possible violations of state or Federal

regulations. Parent involvement (28 percent) was the most

frequently cited 1rogram area. The relatdd areas of student

selection and needs assessment were the next most frequently

mentioned-programareas.

Districts reported that states are five times as likely to

object t an application for reasons of compliance with state or-

Federal regulations (15 percent) as they are for reasons of edu-

cational effectiveness (3 percent).

-Most districts report that the last state review of their

Title I application had little influence on their programs. This

,may be because most districts had internalized state expectations "

after fifteen years of experience with state approval of district

Title I applications. Howeler,. the data indicate that there were

still some disagreements about how to assess needs and select

students, as well-as out how to implement the detailed provisions

for parental involvement.

Even if most Aistricts have become experienced rn,meeting

state expectations about application'approval, many districts
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TABLE 8-3

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING PROGRAM AREAS 'IN
WHICH THE STATE' THOUGHT THERE WERE POSSIBLE VIOLATIONS

OF STATE, OR FEDERAL REGULATIONS

,

W EN REVIEWING
THE DISTRICT APPLICATI *

Parnt ivolvement

Student selection

Percent**

28

24

Needs' assessment 23

Program management and
budgeting 23

Supplement-not-supplant 20

Preparationof district application 15

School attendance area eligibility 15

and targeting.

Program design 10--

Evaluation 7

Comparability

Coordination with other Federal
and state education programs

Other

r1

1

t67)

*This table displays datatable the 1,6 percent of the districts
reporting.` objections to program plans because of possible
violations of state or Federal regulations.

**Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more-than one response to the question was permitted.

e n
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think the state has become more rigorous about application

approval since the Education Amendments of 1978.. Data from the

representative site interviews indicate that 44 percent of the

districts reported the state had been more rigorous abbut appli- -.

a

cation approval since 1978.* Thirty-eight percent reported no,

change since 1978, and '7 percent said the state had been less

rigorous since 1978. Eleven percent did not answer the ques-

State Monitoring

Over three-fourths (78 percent) of the districts reported-no

increase in the frequency of formal on-site monitoring visits by

state staff since 1978. Nearly a quarter (22 percent), however,

said that the frequency of such visits had'increased since 1978.

The size of a district appears to be-be factor in (1) how

frequently districts received formal on-site monitoring visits,

(2) how many persons are used to monitor, and (3) how long the

monitoring visit lasts.

Table 8-4, which breaks down the frequency of monitoring'

visits by district size, shows that large and very large dis-

tricts are formally monitored on an annual basis somewhat more

often than small or medium districts. Similarly, the number of

persons on the monitoring visits varies by district size, as'

*Explanations of how the application review process had become
more rigorous fell into categories such as: state-how checks all
facets of the application; state staff work more closely with
districts on the application; state is stricter about student
selection; state requires greater elaboration of objectives and
evaluation plan.
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TABLE 8-4

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING THE FREQUENCY OF
FORMAL MONITORING VISITS BY STATE TITLE .I STAFF OR
CONSULTANTS TO DISTRICTS IN THE LAST THREE YEARS

District Size

Twice a year or

Small Medium Large
Very
Large

more 6 5 8

Once a yeai 9 10 14 20

Every two years 4 3 0

Every. three years 8 4 2 0

Never 1 0 0

Other 1 0 0 0

6

4

5,,
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Table.8-5 indicates. Eighty-eight percent of the small dis-

tricts, for example, reported one or two state staff came on the

last formal monitoring -visit, but 51 perce'nt of the large and

very large-districts said-that 8-10 people came on the last

formal monitoring visit. District size was also a factor in the

length of the last formal monitoring visit; as Table 8-6

7-- , -

cates.- Large and very largeldistricts reported more often that

the last formal monitoring visit was more thantwo full days,

-compared to the small and medium districts indicating monitoring

visits of the same duration.

Mail survey respondents were asked to indicate ich of '16

areas monitors actually examined dtring their formal. nitoring I

visits. Table 8-7 ranks these items by the frequency "w th which

districts reported they were examined. The aspects exami ed

frequently were records (95 percent), parent inv ent 94

percent), Child eligibility and selection (92 percent), and I "

compliance with legal requirements (90 percent).

There is eom&,significant variation by district size 'for

of the 16 aspects that monitors examined, as indicated by Tabl

8-8. In general, more program areas are reporte; as being

- reviewed in more large and very large districts than are reported

a

as being reviewed in small and medium districts.

State Technical Assistance

'Over two-thirds (68 percent) of the districts surveyed by

mail indicated .that they received technical.assistance,from /the

state Title I office in det,eloping or improving some aspect of

256
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.
. TABLE 8-5

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING
NUMBER OF STATE STAFF OR CONSULTANTS
ON THE LAST FORMAL MONITORING' VISIT

Number of State
Staff or
Consultants Small

V.
One 66

Two 22 .,

Three . 8

.

Four 2

Five , 2

Six 0

Seven A *
0

Eight 0

Ten 0

Twelve 0 ,.

1..

1

District Size

.'Very
Medium Large Large'

vit

47 l 25

31 .., 22 J3

13 23 13

.

6 18 .13

3 9' 13

,1 ' 0 13
.

1 0 0

0 3 25

0 0 .13

0 1 0

OP
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TABLE 8-6

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING
LENGTH'OF LAST FORMAL MONITORING VISIT

Small Medium Large
Very
Large

).

Half a day or less 48 4 13
4

Full day 38 el' 45 28 -0

Day and a half 7 4 , ' 13

Two. full days . 9 26 30 38

More than two
full days 14 . 34 38



TABLE 8 -7

ASPECTS OF TITLE I.PROGRAMS THAT MONITORS
EXAMINED. ON LAST FORMAL MONITORING VISIT

Percent*

Records 1

'Parent involvement

Child eligibility and selection of these in greatest need

Compliance, with legal, requirements

0

95,

94,

92

c90-

Evaluation . 89

Implementation of program according to application 89.

v, Needs assessment 88
C

Quality of services provided 80

Supplement-notz.supplant 79

Training of staff and others 75
9

School attendanCe area eligibility and targeting. 71 .

Complaint resolution procedures

Participation'of teachers and school board members in

641

planning 63

Comparability.

Nonpublic ,particiPatiop -55

Neglected or delinquent program- 19

Other '3.

t
322).

*Percentages in this column.-do nottptaI to 100 percent since
more than.orie response to the question. was ?Permitted.

8,-22, 254.



TABLE 8 -8`

ASPECTS OF TITLE I PROGRAMS EXAMINED
BY STATE MONITORS ON LAST FORMAL MONITORING VISIT-

District Size

Very
Small Medium Large -Large

School attendance area
eligibility and
targeting 64 84 89 88

Student selection 89 95 98 100

Needs assessment 85 87 98 100

Comparability 53 73 83 75

SuptAement-not-
supplant.

75 85 93 88

Implementation of
program according
to application 86 95 98 100

Training of staff 72 77 90 88

Nonpublic participation 45 69 86 100

Neglected or--delinquent
program 16 26 38 63
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their Title I programs, The remaining districts (32 percent)

said the state did not provide technical assistance to develop or

improve their programs.

State technical assistance was provided in a variety of

areas, as shown in Table 8-9., The most frequent and most general

area in which districts (72 percent) reported receiving help was

in preparation of the district application. Sixty-eight percent

of the districts indicated that technical assistance for evalu-

ation was received. Large percentages of districts said tech-

nical assistance was provided in the areas of program management

and budgeting (48 percent), parental involvement (47 percent),

needs assessment (46 percent), and child eligibility and selec-

tion (42 percent).

Table 8-10 sets forth the different ways in which state

Title I staff provided technical assistance to districts. Tele-

phone calls were clearly the Most favored method, while site

'visits (39 percent) are the least frequently reported means of

providing technical assistance.

'Districts also reported receiving technical assistance from

sources other than the state Title :.:I office. Table 8-11 indi-

cates that 26 percent of the survey districts said help was

received from Title I Technical Assistance Center [TAC] staff.

Some districts ( 15 percent) reported state officials not in

the Title I office provided assistance and an even smaller per-

centage of districts (6 percent) named Federal_ officials as

another source of technical assistance.
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TABLE 8-9

ASPECTS OF TITLE I PROGRAMS THAT
STATE HELPED DEVELOP 1R IMPROVE

Percent*

Preparation of district application 72

Evaluation 68

Program management and budgeting r 48

Parent involvement 47

Needs assessment 46

Child eligibility and selection of those in greatest need 42

Improving quality of instructional program 38

Supplement-not-supplant 28

Comparability 24

School attendance area eligibility and targeting" 22

Coordination with other Federal and state education
prog:_ams

22

Other i 3

(220)

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
More than one response to the question was permitted.

26
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TABLE 8-10

MOST FREQUENT MANNER IN WHICH STATE
TITLE I STAFF HELPED DISTRICT. TITLE I PROGRAM

Telephone calls

Workshops

Printed materials (e.g., manuals, newsletters)

Letters

Consultants assigned to district

Site. visits

ti

Percent*

87

76

66

65-

46

39

(230)

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response. to-the question was permitted.

8-26
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TABLE 8-11

SOURCES OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
FOR DISTRICT TITLE I PROGRAMS OTHER THAN

STATE-TITLE I OFFICIALS

J

Percent

Technical Assistance Center [TAC] staff 26

State officials not in Title I program '15

Regional Federal office staff or other Federal officials. 6

Other 14'

(386).

8-27
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With respect to changes in state technical assistance since

the Education Amendments of 1978, 55 percent of the districts

surveyed by mail perceived an improvement in the quality or

availability of state technical assistance since 1978. Forty

percent of the. districts say there was no change in state tech-
.

nicd1 assistance during the same period, and only 3 percent

reported a deterioration in either the quality or availability of

state technical assistance since 1978.

State Rulemaking

The District Practices Study sought to determine whethdr

districts perceived any state Title I regulations as being more

restrictive than Federal Title I regulations and, if so, in what

program areas were state, Title I regulations thought to be more

restrictive than the Federal regulations. Almost two thirds (64

percent) of districts surveyed on this issue said state Title I

regulations were not more restrictive. However, 20 percent per-

ceived some state Title I, regulations as more restrictive than

the Federal regulations. Another 16 percent. indicated they don't

know if any, state regulations are more restrictive than the

Federal regulations. District size was not,found to be a major

factor in these perceptions.

Table 8-12 p'resents data on the different areas in which

district officials considered state Title I regulations more

restrictive than the Federal regulations. The leading area was

the most general: preparation of the district application (42

percent). The same percent of districts (38 percent) perceive



TABLE 8-12

AREAS IN WHICH.DISTRICT OFFICIALS CONSIDERED STATE
TITLE I REGULATIONS AND POLICIES TO BE MORE
RESTRICTIVE THAN FEDERAL TITLE I REGULATIONS*

Preparation of district application

Evaluation

Parental Involvement

Child eligibility and selection of
those in greatest need

Program management and budgeting

Program design

Parent involvement

Needs assessment

Supplement-not-supplant

School attendance area eligibility
and targeting

Percent **

42

38

.38

37

37

34

27

27

22

17

Coordination with other Federal and state
education programs 16

Nonpublic participation

Comparability

'Other

15

14

16

(230)

*This table displays data from the 20 percent of the districts
reporting state Ti..le I. regulatior,s and policies to be more
restrictive than Federal regulations.

**Percentages in thfs column do 'not total to 100, percent sj.nce
more than one response to the guestir,n was permitted.
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state evaluation and state parent involvement requirements 'as

mare restrictive than the Federal requirements.

To determine if any states were uniformly regarded as havirw;

any more restrictive regulations, data from 29 states with 7 or

more respondent districts in each were examined. In 18 of thee

states (62 percent), there was not unanimous agreement regarding,

the relative restrictiveness of the state, regulations.* In or.1..y

3 of these states (10 percent) was they nanimity'in saying that

state Title I regulations were_not more restrictive tharCthe

Federal regulations. Districts in each of the, remaining 8 siat.'as

(28 percent) were split. In each of these 8 states, some dt--

tricts did not know if state Title I regulations were more

restrictive and some districts said the state regulations were

not more restrictive.

The contradictions in some of the 18 states which If..353gree

about the relative restrictiveness of state Title I regulations

were marked. In the 5 states (out of these 18) with the most

respondent districts, there was a distinct split among districts

in the same state in 4 of the states about whether state regu-

lationp were more restrictive. There was only minor disagreement

,..he remaining state in which 90 percent of the districts said

state Title I regulations were not more restrictive than the

Federal regulations.

4

*In all but 4 of these 18 state!" some districts also said they
did not know if any state Title I regulations were more
restrictive.

8 -30 26 7



Audits and Audit-Resolution

The mail survey. asked Title I Directors whether their Title

I program had been included in an audit within the last three

years. As Table 8-13 indicatesl, over two-thirds of the dis-
.

tricts responding to this question indicated that their Title I

program had been included in either a Federal or state audit, or.

in both a Federal and state audit. Slightly less than a third of

these districts (30 percent) reported that their Title I pro-

gram has not been included in either a Federal or state audit

within the last 3 years.

Title I required that Fe eral and state audits of Title I

examine both financial tran ctions and compliance with program

requirements. Table 8-14 indicates that nearly a quarter (23

percent) of the districts'said that state auditors looked at
4

financial records only. The percentage of districts reporting

that Federal auditors examined both financial records and com-
.

pliance (80 pea ant) was similar to the percentage of districts

reporting that state auditors examined both areas (70 percent)..

There does not appear to be an appreciable difference between the

extent to which Federal and state auditors' reports contained

audit exceptions or recommendations for corrective action. Mail

survey data show that 30 percent of the districts indicated

Federal auditors' reports contained exceptions or recommenda-

tions, while 26 percent of, the districts said state auditors'

reports contained exceptions or recommendations.

268
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PERCEWE1OF DISTRICTS INCLUDED IN STATE
R FEDERAL AUDITS IN,LAST THREE.YEARS

State audit only

No Federal or state audit

Percent

:55

30

Both Federal and state audits 11

Federal audit only 4

8-32

(333)



TABLE 6-14

PERCENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL AUDITS.
EXAMINING FINANCIAL RECORDS AND

COMPLIANCE WITH TITLE I..REGULATIONS-

Both financial records and compliance

Financial. records only

Don't know

Federal State
Audits I.Audits

80 70,

/ I 23,

3

(52).

7

(210)



FINDINGS ABOUT OTHER INDICATORS OF STATE INFLUENCE

The District Practices Study also examined district per-

ceptions of state influence on changes in the locl Title.I

program in such areas as (1) the number of students served; (2)

subject area emphases; (3) pullout and inclass designs; (4)

staffing or curricula approaches; and (5) constraints on program

Change.

State Influence on.Changes in the Number of Students Served

Mail survey districts were asked whether there had been

substantial change (more than 10 percent) in the number of

students served in any grade in their programs since 1978.

Sixty-one percent of the districts responded that there had been

no such change, while one-third (33 percent) said there was a,

substantial change in the number of students served in different

grades since 1978.

The districts which indicated a substantial change in the

number of students were then asked to rank the five most impor-

tant reasons for the change. As Table 8-15 indicates, most'dis-:

tricts (84 percent) did not rank state influence ("new state.man-

dates or emphasis") as one of the five most important reasons for

change in the-number-of students served in different gradee since

1978.

State Influence on Changes in Subject area Emphases

The mail survey asked if there "'7'; been a substantial change

in the subject areas emphasized in the cLstrict's Title I program'



TAWJE 8715.
0

DISTRI CT REASONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE 'v
(MORE THAN 10 PERCENT) SINCE 19718 IN NUMBER OP

STUDENTS SERVED IN TITLE I.FOR ANY GRADE*
IF

Changes in Title I funding' level

?47
Teachers' or Principals' recommendations'

.:, .

Data from formal eeds survey 1

i

Percent**

50
,

'/30

- 30

(71)***

.(43) ,.

(42)

Results of formal Title I program evaluations c. 25 (36).'
Demographic changbs 1 20 (28)

New state mandates or emphasis 16 (23)

New district mandates or emphasis. 15 (21)

-Changes in other local programs 14 '(20).

Informal assessnlents of program performlnce
o s

13 (19)

Parents' recommendations 11 (16)

° Other 11 (15)

*This table displa's data from.the 33 percent of the districts
reporting a substantial change in the numller of students served
in differen!". grades since 1978.

**A maximum of 5 reasons wereincluded for each district.

***N for each response Is in parentheses.



since 1978.* Sixty-nineeecent of.the districts reported. no

Change. However, 30 percent of.the districts saidthere was a

change in subject area emphasis_ (1 percent of the.distr*Cts did

not know if there was a change).

Those districts reporting,substantEal change then ranked the
.

A

five most important reasons for the change. Table 8-16 indicates

that state influence ( "new. state - mandate (ovr emphasis") did not

emerge among the five most important reasons and 24 _percent of

the districts gave this as the-sixth most important reason.

State Influence on Changes in the. Use Of Pullout and Inclass
Designs, .. '

,

.
a0 4: .

. Ninety-two percent of,the districts saifl they used a Pullout ,

design for part or all of their Title I. prod &s. _Table.8-17,-._
,

shows that only 46 percent pf the 'districts using"' the pulloqt for
I p

f f ..

part or all of their programs gave state influence. ("state Title
0

. I! 4-
I office has advised,the.Use of'this design") as a very important

or somewhat important reason for use of Thus, state

influence ranked third behind educational superiority (81 per-
.

fJ

cent) and compliance- with fundsallOCation requirements *(60 per-

cent) as a reason for use of the pullout design for part or al.1

of the program. I

f

Although 80.percent of the, districts said there have not

been changes in use of the pullout design since 1978, 10 percent

'4A substantial change was defined as: eit4er (1)'a change of I0
percent or more in the number of students served' in .particular
subject areas since 1978 or (2) a change of 10 percent or more in
subject area's share of the budget. Subject areas included
reading, other language arts, mathematics,English for students
-of limited-English background, vocational, and special education
for the handicapped.

8-36
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TABLE 8-16

DISTRICT REASONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL
CHANGE OF SUBJECT AREA EMPHASIS IN

TITLE I PROGRAMS SINCE 1978*

Percent**

Changes in Title I funding level 44 (42)***

Data from formal needs surveys 41 (39)

Teachers' or Principals' recommendations 38 (36)

Results of formal Title I programs
evaluations 27 (26)

Parents' recommendations 26 (25)

New state mandates or emphasis 24 (23)

New district mandates or educational
philosophy 20 (19)

Informal assessments of program performance 18 (17)

Changes in other local programs 14 (13)

Demographic changes 4 (4)

Other
i

3 (3)

*This table displays data from the 30 percent of the districts
reporting a substantial change in Title I subject area emphasis
since 1978.

**A maximum of 5 reasons were reported forieach district.

***N'for each response is in parentheses.
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TABLE 8-17

REASONS THAT DISTRICTS USE A PULLOUT
DESIGN FOR PART OR ALL OF THEIR PROGRAM*

Percent of
Districts

_ Saying This Is A
Very. Important

or Somewhat
Important Reason**

Pullout is educationally superior for all 81
or part of program

Pullout makes it easier to demonstrate
compliance with funds allocation requirements 60

State Title I office has advised use 46

Although different design might work as well,
it would not be worth disruption of changing 33

Other 18

(1149)

*This table displays data from the 92 percent of the districts
reporting use of a pullout design for part or all of their
programs.

**Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.



of the districts indicated an increase in use pullouts, and

10 percent reported a decrease in use of pullouts since 1978.

Table 8-18 indicates that only 37 percent of the districts

increasing or decreasing the use of pullouts identified state

influence ("new state mandates or emphasis") as a very important

cr somewhat important reason for the change.

A similar degree of state influence is evident with regard

to use of the inclass design. Only 30 percent of the districts

sai- they used the inclass approach for part or all'of their

progra:3. Of those_using-the inclass-design4-less than -a third -.

(30 percent) pointed to state influence ("state Title I office

has advised the use of the design") as a very important or some-

what important reason for doing so, as Table 8-19 indicates.

Thus, state influence also ranks third, behind educatioaal

superiority (75 percent) and lack.of facilities for pullouts (41

percent), as a reason given by districts for use of the inclass,

approLJh.

Over half (57 percent) of the districts with inclass designs

said there had not been much change since 1978 in use of the

inclass approach. Of the remaining districts, 33 percent

indicated increased use during the same period and 10 percent

reported decreased use. Table 8-20 displays the reasons these

districts gave for this increase or decrease and indicates that

only 34 percent of these districts point to state. influence

("state Title I office has advised the use of this design") as,a

very important or somewhat important reason for the changes'in

87-39
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TABLE 8-18

REASONS WHY DISTRICTS INCREASED OR
DECREASED USE OF PULLOUT DESIGN SINCE 1978*

Percent of
Districts

Saying-This Is A
Very Important
or Somewhat

Important Reason**

Teachers' or Principals' ,xeccimmendations 75

Informal assessments of program performance 58

Results of formal Title I program evaluations 56

Parents' recommendations 52

Data from formal needs survey 51

Changes in Title I funding level 50

New district mandates or educational
philosophy 42

New state mandates or emphasis 37

Changes in other local programs 30

Demographic changes 16

Other 15,

*This table dL-q,.lays,data from the 20 percent of. the districts
which increased or decreased use of a pullout design since ,1978.

**Perc ntages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more tian one response to the question was permitted.
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TABLE 8-19

REASONS WHY DISTRICTS USE INCLASS
DESIGN FOR PART OR ALL OF THEIR PROGRAM*

Percent of
Districts

Saying this is a
Very Important
or Soffiewhat

Important Reason**

Inclass is educationally superior for
all or part of program 75

Physical facilities for pullouts are
not available 41

State Title I office has advised use 30

Although different design might work
as well, it would not be worth disruption ,

of changing 21,

Other 21

(501)

*This table displays dita' from the 30-percent of the districts
that use an inclass dAsign'for part or all of their program.

**Percentages in this 'cKAumn do not total to 100 percent ,since
more than one response to the question was permitted..

278':
8-41



TABLE 8-20

REASONS WHY DISTRICTS INCREASED OR
DECREASED USE OF INCLASS DESIGN SINCE 1978*

Percent of
Districts

Saying this is a
Very Important'
or Some-hat

Important a r1i.Dn**

Inclass design is educationally. superior 72

for all or part of program

_Physical facilities for pullouts are not
available 36'1.

State Title I office has advised use 34

Although different design might work as
well, it would not be worth disruption
of changing 17

Other 30

0

.(244).

*This table displays data from 43 percent of the 30 percent of
the districts which use. an inclass design for part or all of

their programs and which indicated.increased or decreased use of
the inclass design since 1978.

**Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.
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use of the inclass design. This means that state influence again

ranks third, behind eduCational superiority (72 percent) and lack

of facilities for pullout (36 percent), as a reason why districts
4s

have increasedor decreased since 1978 the use of an inclass

design for part or all of their programs.

State Influence on Changes in Staffing or Curricula Approaches

Districts receiving the mail survey were asked if they had

made substantial changes since 1978 in staffing the Title I

program or in the.curricula approaches used in their Title I pro-.

grams.* Over half of the diStriCts indicated no major changes

since 1978: Of the remaining districts, 27 percent reported

changes in staffing;. 13 percent indicated "changes'in both staff-

ing and.curricula approaCh; and 3 percent said there were changes

in curricula approach. Table 8-21-shows the reasons districts

gave as being very important or somewhat important for such

changes. Only 34 percent of the districts identified state

insfluence ("new state mandates or emphasis") as a very important

or somewhat important reason for the.changes.* The result is thaL

state influence ranks seventh among ten reasons districts gave as

being very important or somewhat important for making substantial

Changes in staffing or curricula approaches since 1978.

*Substantial changes in staffing were defined as (1) significant
shifts in the proportion of aides, resource teachers, or
teachers, or (2) significant changes in the staff/student ratio.
CurricUla approaches were defined as including materials or
textbook series, educational technology, or skill sequences.

1
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TABLE 8-21

DISTRICT REASONS FOR SUBSTAN'IIIAL CHANGES IN
TITLE I STAFFING OR CURRICULA APPROACH SINCE 1978*

Percent of
Districts

Changes in Title I funding _

Teachers' or Prindipals' recommendations

Saying This Is A,
Very Important

or Somewhat
Important Reason**

89-

71

(159)***

(120)

Results of formal Title I program
evaluation 63 (119)

Data from ft-mal needs surveys 61 (113)

Parents recommendations 60 (113)

Informal assessments of program performance 60 (115)

New district mandates or educational .

philosophy 48 (116)

Changes in other local programs 41. (107)

New states mandates or emphasis 34 (106)

Demographic changes 18 (99)

Other .44 (25) _

*This table displays data from the 43 percent of the' districts
reporting substantial changes in staffing or curricula since

1978..

***Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since

more than one, response to the question was permitted.

***N for each response is in parentheses.
0
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State Influence as a Constraint on Program Change

Mail survey districts were asked whether, if Title I fund_ig

remains the same, there were any features of their- Title I pro-

grams that should be changed. Seventy-two percent of the dis-
,

tricts did not believe any features of their prograths should be

changed. The remaining 28 percent of the districts noted differ-

ent aspects of their Title I programs that they would like to

change (see Table 8-22), including grade levels served (46 per-

cent), staff composition (41 percent), use of instructional

technology (37 percent), pullout vs. inclass design (36 percent)

program curricula (27 percent), subject areas (25 percent), and

staff-to-pupil ratios (25 percent).

When the districts that want to make changes were asked what

(other than lack of funds) stands in the,way of change, 45 per-

cent of the districts gave state influence ("state Title I office

would be opposed") as .a very important or 9omewhatlimportant bar-
(

rier to the desired change. However, as, Table 8-23 indicates,

state influence ranked only fourth (employee unions, parents, and

district central office were ranked ahead of state influence) as

a perceived constraint on changes that these TitleI Directors

would like to make in their programs.

es-18



TABLE 8-22

ASPECTS OF TITLE I PROGRAM THAT DISTRICT OFFICIALS
WOULD CHANGE ASSUMING THAT THE, - FUNDING LEVEL REMAINED THE SAME*

0

Percent**

Grade level served 46

Staff composition (relative number of
teachers, aides, volunteers) 41

Use of instructional technology. *-01.
37

Pullout v.-inclass design 36

Program curriculum 27

Subjects areas covered

Staff/pupil. ratios

Other

25

25

16'

(117)

*This table displays data from the 28 percent of the districts
reporting aspects of the program they would like to change if

funding remained the same.

**Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent:since
more than one response to the question was permitted.



TABLE 8-23

CONSTRAINTS (OTHER THAN,LACK OF FUNDS),ON PROGRAM
CHANGES AS PERCEIVED BY DISTRICTS THAT T-WANT TO
CHANGE FEATURES OF THEIR TITLE I PROGRAMS*

Percent of
Districts

Saying This Is A
IVery Important
or Somewhat

Important Reason

o

Reasons for Constraints
on Program Changes**

We are not sure whether the program
would still be in compliance if the
chthige(s) were made

Title I staff would be opposed

School Principals and/or other non-
Title I staff would be opposed

State Title I office would be opposed

District central office would be
opposed

Parents would be opposed

Employee unions would be opposed

Other

52 (82)***

50 (75)

49 (80)

45 (87)

38 (78).

31 (76)

27 (76)

(25)72

*This table displays data from the 28 percent of the districts
reporting aspects of the program"they would like to change if

-----unding remained the same.

**Among the types of changes desired were changes in grade levels
served,,pubject areas cov ed, pullout v. inclass design,
staff-to-pupil ratios, sta composition, use of instructional
technology and program curri u la.

***N for each response is, in parenthese



SUMMARY

In the 1978 Amendments, Congress reorganized and clarified

the legal framework for state administration of Title I. The

District Practices Study sought to determine how district Title I

administrators perceived (1) the manner in which states carried

out their administrative functions under Title I; (2) whether

there had been any changes since 1978 in how states approved

applications, monitored, and provided technical assistance; and

(3) the extent of influence State educational agencies had on

Title I program changes involving numbers of students served,
0

subject area emphases, the use of pullout and inclass designs,

and staffing or curricular approaches, as well as-constraints on

program change.

'Studies done before 1978 found considerable variation in

state administrative practices. DPS data show that after 1978

there was variation both among and within states inhow dis-

tricts perceived state administration of Title I and state

influence on district practices under Title I.

DPS data support the following general conclusions about.

Title I state administratnn- and-state influence on district ,

implementation of Title I:

Since the Educatioh Amendments of 1978, which clari7
ied the legal framework for state-Title I adminis-
tration, application approval was reported to have
become more rigorous (44 percent); formal on-site
monitoring had increased somewhat (22 percent); and
the quality or availability of state technical assis -,
tance had improved (55 percent).

2 8 t:
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The Title I applications of most districts appeared to
have been approved by the state without objections
about educational' ineffectiveness (97 percent); with
out objections about possible Federal or state regula-
tions-(84 percent); and without revisions to the
application (73 percent).- This may be, related to
monitoring that included implementatioft of the program
in accordance with the application (89 percent); tech-
nical assistance to help with 'preparation of the dis-
trict application (71 percent); and increasing famili-
arity with state.expectations over a 15 year period.

Most districts (78 percent), reported no increase in
the frequency of formal on-site monitoring visits by
state staff since 1978; a minority of districts (22
percent) said there .had been an increase in the.fre-.
quency of on-site monitoring since 1978. As might-
have been expected, large and very .large districts
were monitored-more frequently by more-monitors than
were small and medium districts. Key areas of
emphasis during formal on -site' monitoring visits
included parental involvement (94 percent); student
selection (92 percent); evaluation (89 percent);
supplement-not- supplant'(79 persent); and school
attendance area eligibility and targeting ,(71
percent).

The majority of districts (68 peicent) indicated they
received technical assistance from the state and were
satisfied with state efforts at technical assistance.
However, a significant percentage of districtc(32
percent) reported that they did not'receive technical

I assistance from the state.

Almost two-thirds (64 percent) of the distr;.cts,said
state Title I regulations were not nore Testrictive
than Federal regulations. Yet, there was considerable
disagreement within states about whether any state
Title I regulations or policies wake more restrictive
than the Federal regulations.

Most districts (70 percent) said their Title'l program
had been included in audits (state, Federal, or both)
since 1978; however, some districts (30 percent),'
reported that their Title I programs had ,not been
included in an audit since 1978. Eighty percent of
the districts indicated that Federal auditors
examine? both financial records and compliance with
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Title L regulations; only 70 percent of state auditors
SRid this. Many districts reported making changes in
the operation of their Title I programs as the result
of audit findin4s.and exceptions.

.

041y 26' percent of the districts reporting a substan-
tial change' in the nuMber of Title I studentR served
py,grAile level since 1978 considered state influerice a
.1(0.iy-impbrtant or somewhat important reason fot sub-
'.stantialschhaige's in the number of Title I students 4

Served.:,Vy,graae level since 1978. i
,

, ..z,-, , -
..,r

.

sOnly.23.perCent of the distribts indicating a.substan-
tial change, in subject area emphases .of. their Title I .

program said state influence was a very important or ,.
somewhat important reason for these Changes..

Forty-six percent of the'districts using'a pullout
design for part or all of their Title I program indi-
cated that state influence was a very important or
somewhat important reason for doing so. ,

Thirty -four `percent of the districts making changes in
Title I stiffing qr curricula approaches Ainde1978
reported that state influence was a very importaht or
somewhat important, reason for those changes..

. .

Over two - fifths (45 percent) of the districts that"
would like, to change features of their Title I program
defined state Influence as a very important or some-
what important barrier to desired prOgrain changes..

The analysis of.state impact did not directly. examine the

overall degnee-af-state influence or the combined effects of

state administrative functions on district practices with respect:

to school attendance area eligibility and targeting; child

eligibility and selection of those in greatest need; and the

supplemental character of instructional services for part.i-
.

cipating children. However, direct questions were'asked about.

the degree of state influence in several collateral areas (number

of children served by grade level subject area emphases, pullout

8-50
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vs. inclass design,'staffing or curricula 'changes, and con-
.

straints on program 'change) With respect to these collateral

areas, it appears that the manner in'which states administered

Title I was not a key influence on.district practices'in most

A
states and districts.* In a general sense, state educatj.onal

. .

agencies clearly exerted some influence on districts' implemen-

tation of Title I through application approval, monitoring; tech-

nical assistance, regulations, and auditing. The perceived

degree of state influence often varied from state to state, from

district to district, and from program area to program area.*It

is even possible that the extent of state influence, either

direct or indirect, has been underreported, particularly sihce

some state prioritieS and directions may have become' so inter-

nalized since 1965 that some districts no longer attribute a

particular district practice to 'state influeftce.

'*An exploratory analysis was conducted on ;verged data files from
the District Praotices Study and the Title I State Management
Practices Study conducted by American Institutes for Research.
This analysis generally cbnfirmed the finding that the manner in
which states administered Title I did not appear to be a major
influence on district practices. -However, it should be noted
that the variables developed in either or both studies might not
have been sufficiently precise concegtually or operationally .to
reveal those features of actual state or district activity that
would demonstrate, a strong linkage between state andlocal prac-
tice. These findings are discussed in .a brief Technical Note

t

furnished to the contracting agency. -

8-512Rq



.

CHAPTER 9

NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUbENTS'. PARTICIPATION IN .TITLE

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF-STUDY FINDINGS

This chapter presents data from.the District Practices Study

on the participation o Ill!pubic students in, the Title I program

in district practices regarding the planning and operation of
. °

Title I larc'.eCts fer'thete student!s. These data are reported in

alight of leggy: requirements and restrictions on serving such

students in the Title I program, findings from earlier studies,

1,
data` from.the Title I program bffice, ane.overall public and.

nonpublic enrollment trends. Some of the questions that directed

the inquiry and highlights of the findings.are presedted below.

Compared to public sChdol students how did the level
of participation for nonpublic students in the.Titee I
program change across time?

- While the number of nonpublic school students
receiVingiTiLe.L services inCreased by 4 percent. .

between 'sdhool years 1976-77 and 1979-80, the number
of pdblic school students served by Title I rose by

, 8.6 percent'ddring this period.

Taking into account shifts in the total nonpublic
and. public enrollment over this period (1977-80),
the nonpublic Articipation'rate* `in, Title I
i

;
. ncreased.by 5,6 percent while the. public -partici'
pation rate increased by 17.9 percent.

*Where 'participation rate" ip defined as the percent of elemenr
tary and. secondary enrollment (nonpublic and public respectively)
participating in the Title I program.



10
.

,What demographic factors were associatee-with the lei:7el

of:nonpublic participation in Title projects?
, .

1111114111,,' Nonpublic enr011ment'in the Title I program was
highly correlated with overall nonpublic enrollment,
adjusting for regional location and urbanicity.

. .

There were 'significant dif,kerences.across,-smalr,
medium, eila large districts in the percent 'of
distriqp.s'with nonpublic students residing in Title
I attenddnca areas and the pereent'of districts ,

serving nonpublic students. .114

How did the intensity and quality of Title I
instruction for nonpublic-students compare to'that
received by their.public school counterparts?

- dA7average0 nonpublic school students spent'
one-third-les6 time receiving Title I instructions.,
per week than did their public school Counterparts.

- ...

-
.

The average numbeF ot studentS. *in Title I classes
for. nonpubric.students was about one-third less than_

.

the.average number in.public Title
.

I classes,

. - The average, pupil-to-instructor ratio was quite low
foi. both nonpublic and public school students.
(approximately 4 to 1).

- Title I. instructors teaching nonpublic students had,
on average,.the.same number of years,ofteaching
experience those teaching publicschool Title I
students (ap roximately 5 years). .

7'. .
\

-Where did nonpublic students receivetheir Title I .

instruction?

- More than 85 percent of Title I districts s erved
nonpublic sUdentseat the nonpublic school they
attenaed." Only 2 percent served such students in..
mobile vans; however, 16 percent of the districts
reported nerving all or part of the partibipating
nonpublic, students in a public school.

To what, extent were the needs of nonpublic students
taken into account in designing local Title I projects?

- Fifty-four percent of the nonpublic principals
reported haysing some input into setting, student
selection criteria andprocedures: Only about one=
quarter (27) felt they and any influence over which
subjects were emphasized. Most nonpublic school

9-2 290
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,officials interviewed, howevbr, were satisfied with
the services received by. students in their schools. '

Almost three-fourths 472 percent) of the nonpublic,
principals 40tbrviewed favored the programs, focus 'on
providing extra sezwices,to students furthest behind
in adhool.

d

/ J.

a
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INTRODUCTION

Both Titip I, ESEA and Chapter I,ti 1,7 ;wire that eligible.

; to and receivenonpublic school students havp COmparab'

comparable services. from tie program as do public scho91

counterparts. This chapter describes the par :..:Iptttion of

nonpublic students in the Title I progralli and local digtrict

practices in the design' and administration, of program services

for these students.

Following a brief discussion apf the legal requirements for
0 0

nonpublic schooL.students' participation, in Title I, a s mmary-

previous research on nonpublic participation, and some method°-
,

-logical problems in stl*ing Title I services provided toeon-

public school 'students, this chapter presents the findings of the.

-District Practices Study in this area. Firs, the access of

nonpublic students to Title I. services is examined. Next, the

intensity uality, and location of those services is discussed.

Finally, the quegtion of equal expenditures for public and non-

public 'students in Title i is, addressed. The chapter concludes

with a summary Of findings.

11
SUMMARYLOF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The 1978 Amendments to Title I of the Elementary and'

. Secopdary Education Act of 1965 included several new, provisions
_

.

. 4 .

to address the possibility that students in nonpublic schools
.1. -

were not receiving their fair share of program services. Suc-
.. . .

cessive legislation in 1981--Chapter 1 of, the Elucation Consoli-

292
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dation and ImpioveMent Act--contains nearly identical provisions

to those in the 1978 Amendments for serving nonpublic students.) . : . .

oth laws require. that, within a district, educationary

deprived children who attend nonpublic schools and who live ina'

Title I/Chapter 1 project area should have the .same opportunity*
P r

. V

to receive federally funded compensatory education services as
4 1 .

their public school counterparts, even if such c4hildren are
I.

attending nonpublic schools outside the project area. Bcih laWs

also prescribe that, within a district, expenditures from these
P

programs ."shall be equal" for publib and nonpublic school stu- .

dents, "taking into account the number of such children to be
. '

served and the special'educational heeds of sudh'childreri"

(§130(a) of Title I and §557(a) of Chapter 1). Finally, both
J

.

'laws stipulate that, if a state or district is prohibited. by-law
li

or other ruliks from serving eligible nonpublic. students in the
f-

program or has substantially failed to provide such services, the

U.S. Secretaiy of Education may invoke bypass procedures after'

consultation with appropriate public and nonpublic officials;
..-.

Under bypass provision, an independent contractor provides

1:)agralli services to nonpublic Students.
0 R

'4

Title I regulations and proposed Chapter41 regulations
A

explicitly stipulate that: (1) pi.ogram fdnds are to by used to

meet the special educational needs of educationally deprived

t

children innonpublic Schools, rather than as general aid in, these
.... 7

schools; (2) in c nducting the'annual needs assessment, a school

district must take into account the needs of eligible students it

nonpublic schools; and (3) the public.'School district should .

.

293.
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exercise administrative diection and contol,..of the. program's
I .

funds and property for nonpublic students (6§201.80-201.82 of

Title I regulations and Subpart F of 34 CFR Part 7'6; 4§.

-

200.70-200.75 o proposed Chapters]. regulations):

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTW-PARTICIPATION IN
TITLE I

A 'Both national studies ,of thT -Title I program that previously

investigated the participatiod of nonpublic students were con-
.

.ducted in tha school year before the enactment of the legislative

reforms ,,in the Educatiod_AmendMentsoof'1978. The Sustaining

Effects Study looked only at Title t program in grades 1 throUgh
. ,

6. Its brief findings on nonpublic services were _derived frail a
- , . -

.. .

representataVe survey of onlyirpublic school officials in 98 Title

I districts. Although these data have limitations, they are

appropriate for comparison' with" some of the data collected in the

District Practibes Itudy.
.

The other national analtrsis of Title I services to nonpublic

students was conducted by Thomas Vitullo-Martiri-for the National

Instituteof Edudation's ENIE1Compensatory Education Study. An
.. 1

interim, unpublishedunp blished report from this substudy 'concluded that

Title I services for nonpublic -school students were substantively .

inferior to those received by public school students. For.

example, the unpublished report'stated that:

Title I classes'are larger for nonpublic-
school students..' . . .

,

Nonpublic school students receive an average
of 1 hout of Title I instruction per%week (1
percent of the services ,given public
participants). . . .

4
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The least qualified teachers-'-those With
lower degrees, less experience, and part-time
status--are typically assigned to nonpublic
school students (Vitullo-Martin, "1977,

'NIE's final re ports to Congress, however, scarcely meh-
.

,

tioned
-this substudyrs findings. -Only one of the seven volumes..

from that study mentioned any substantive findings pertaining to'

nonpublic students. Referringto the 1976-77 school year, NIE

reported that 116,218 nonpublic school students received an

average of approximately one hod/ of Title I instruction per week

and that honly 43 perent of Title I districts with ,nonpublic
yd.

school students are providing Title I services to any of these

Tkiese findings led,NIE'to conclude that "Em]any school

districts Apparently have difficulty'in delivering'compensatory

_,) services to nonpublic school children" (19_77, p. 14).

METHODOLOGICAL.NOTES

PartiZ,tlar attention is placed on the methodology 4 this
.

.

study for investigating nonpublic school students' participation '
- ,,

in Tithe I because of, the ikherent difficulties of researching

Iornonpublic school- students' involvemedt in Federal education
a r

programs- (see School Manpgement Services, 1981). The District
.

Practices Study used'the fdllowing data collection strategies to

, cross-validate, findings:

- A mail questionnaire 'sent to Title I Directdr6 in
over 2,000 nationally representative Title I districts-4

- -
,... . .

Structured interviewsand document reviews in 100 .

nationally representative 'titre I districts

In-depth use studies in 20 specially. sele-ted, Title I

-districts I::

s a

978 .--
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Both public and nonpublic school Principrls, TitleI

teadhers, and rgulai classroom teachers were interviewed as part

of the 100 site visits -td a nationally representative.salple of

distrfcts. During these' representative site visits, 94 pUblid

'and 44 nonpublic regular classroom eachers.were interviewed. In'

addition, documentary andAinterview data were collected from

almost 300 distrkt-level pdblic-and nonpublic school officials

in these 100 sites.

Data from these sites were used to examine student selection

procedures and to,compare the services received by public.avd

ffonpubliC students. To obtain more indepth information about

apparent enhancements to and detractions -from full 'participation

of nonpublic school students' in Title r, 20 specially selected

Title I distkicts Were visited for three days by 'experienced

two-person teams. .These districts were selected'to yield (1)

broad geographical reptesenta-tion,"'.(2) a range in size, (3) a

variety of examples of effective nonpublic involvement, (4)
e"

'problems with student participation, and.(5) unique approaches

for involving nonpublic students. Nominations were received from.

Title I program officials, state.Title I Coordinators, Techhical.

Assistance Center' staff% and nonpublic school organizations.*

(
*Effective mariagement strategies for enhancing nonpublic schodr
student pa'rticipation in Chapter 1 "programs will be the focus of
a repprt-pAnned for publication.by: Advanced Technology for the
.U.S. Department of Education in September 1953. q

ei
. $
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NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS' ACCESS. TO TITLE I SERVICES

Districts Offering Title I Services to Nonpublic Students ,

Nationally, about 25 percent of the TitlelI diAricts served

nonpublic students in the Title I program., As might be expected,

one is more likely to find program services to'nonpublic students

in larger districts than in small districts. Only 17 percent of

small Title I districts served nongUblic students whereas 44

percent.of medium districts arie68 percent of the .large Title I

disttidts served nonpublic students.*
I

More importantly, districts of different Size varied in the

percent that reported having nonpublic students residing in their

Title I attendance areas. Across the country, '45 percent'of the
e .

TitleI districts had nonpublic students residing'in Title I

..stAndance areas. However, 33 percent of..small districts, 75
. .

percent .of medium'distriCts, and 87 percent of_large districts

with Title I programs reported having nonpublic students liying

in Title I attendance areas. 44 .

Nationwidelpfty-six percent of the Titke I districts with

_nonpublic students residing in Title I attendance areas served

such students. 5gain, there were significant differences across

different sized districts. ',Approximately one-half (49.7 percent)

of small districts served nonpublic students; 59 perc of

mediurri and 78 percent of the large districts with n npublic

.

*District size is based on total district enrollment derived from
Market Jata Rbtrieval File (revised 9/5/86: small = 1-2,499

:`"students; medium.= 2,500-9,949 students; large = 10,000 or more:

students. /
o

,.,s .
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students residing in Title-I attendance areas served nonpublic

student's in the Titlet I program. Even though these variances

were observed across different size districts, it is noteworthy

that even in large ditricts, over one-fifth (22 perdent) of the

Title I districts with nonpublic' students residing in Title I.

attendance areas did not serve nonpublic students in the Title

program. It is also worth noting that the percent of Title

districts serving nonpublic students residing in Title I

.0
attendance areas declined from 59 percent to 56 percent between

19.78 and 1982.*

A "Participation Rate" Context

As indicated in Table 9z1, over 5 million students, or

nearly 11 percent of the total elementary and second4ry enroll-
'* -4

ment in the United States, were enrolled in private elementary

and secondary schools during the school year 1979 -80.. The U.S.

of Education reported that 192,944 nonpublic school

students, or about 3.8 percent of the total nonpublic enroll-
-

ment, were receiving Title I services in that school year. By
s.

*During the 1916-77 school year, NIE reported that 43 percent, of
the.Title I districts with nonpublic students prOvided services
to any nonpublic students (1977, p. 15). It is important to
explain how this percentpge differs from those reported ;sere.
The District Practices Study asked whether districts with,stu-
dents living in Title I attendance areas but attending non-
public.schools provided Title I services to nonpublic students.
About 56 percent of these districts did provide such services.
The NIE study may have' included districts that did have nonpublic
students who lived in a Title I diitrict, but who did not reside
in a Title I attendance area. This would have lowered their
estimated percentage of districts'offering such services.- Conse-
quently, it cannot be concluded that there has been a substantial
increase in the proportion of districts serving .eligible nonpub-
lic students. f

.*
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comparison, 12.5 percent of, the alMost 41 million public ele-

mentarl2and secondary students were participating in the Title I

. program.that year

CoMparisons between 1976 and 1979 of public an d nonpublic

school student participation rates in the Title I program

indicate that public school students' access to Title I services

increased much more rapidly during this period than.did nonpublic

students' access to the program. Table 9-2 reveals that, in the

1976-77 school year, 10.6 percent of all elementary A nd seconaa-ty

students in public Schools participated in Title I.- By the.

1979-80 school year, the public school student participation rate

jumped to 12.5 percent, an increase of almost'18 percent over

this :studentperiod. In comparison, the nonpublic
v

participation rate grew by less th'an 6 percent over this same

....*
. .

.

-time period. Similarly, While.the number of nonpublic Title I .

.students increased by 4 percent from 1976-79, this growth rate
/

Was less than half of the increased growth rate for public school

students (8.6 percent).

These national trends, however, mask significant differ-.

ences for nonpublic students' enr6liments across geographic

regions and for urban and rural districts. Title I nonpublic

enrollments were strongly'correlated with overall nonpublic

enrollment along these dimensions.* For example, in North-

eastern central city districts, more than 20 percent of all

*Correlation coefficients of .77 along the urbanicity dimension
And .94 along the regional dimension wererboth statistically
significant at E<.01.
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TABLE 9-1
r`

TOTAL /RATIONAL ENROLLMENT IN. ELEMENTARY/SECONDARTGRADES

AND TITLE I PARTICIPATION BY PUBLIC/NONPUBLIC SECTORS

FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1979-80

c

Enrollment in

Elementary/Secondary

Schools (1979-80),,

Percent

of Total

Enrollment.

Enrollment in

Title I

(1979-80)**

Percent of

Title I

Participants

Percent of

Total El/Sec

in Title

Public 40,949,000 89.1

Nonpublic 5,0284865' [-. i10.9.

45,977,965-, 100.0

-5,099,571 *.4 12.5

192,944 3.6' 3.8.

5,292,515 100,0

f

`Source: NCES, "A Comparison of Selected Characteristics of Private sand Public Schools,"

miniecgraphed, 1982, p. 7. While NCES data are viewed to be the most accurate and current

information on nonpublic schools in the United States, there may be some reasons to sus-'

pect data collection biases which could result in underestimates for nonpublic participa-

4on figures (Cooper, 1982).
6

**Source: U.S. Department of Education tables in "1980 Performance Reports," regular

school term, excluding children in local institutions for neglected or delinquent.

.4
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TABLE 9-2-

*TIONAI:, CROSS-TIME PARTICIPATION RATES FOR .

NONPUBLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN THE
TITLE I PROGRAM: .

/

Number of nonpublic

1979-80 Change

Title I participants*. 1 185,539 192,994 4% +

Number of nonpublic
elementary/secondary
students "1*. /

40

5,1664858 ** 5,028,865*** 2.7%

Percent of eleMen-\----
tary/secondary

-,/nonpublic students in
Title I (participation f
rate) 3.6% 3.8% 5,0% +

Number of public
Title I participants* 4,692,098 5,099,571 8.6% +

Number of public
.elementary/secon-
dary students 44,317,000**

t
40,949,000*** 7.6% -

Particiption rate:
percent of elemen-

' tltry/secondary
public students in
Title I 10.6 12.5 17.9%+

*Source: U.S: Departmept of Education tables in "1977 Perfor
mance Reports" and "1980 Performance Reports," regular school
term, excluding ;Children in local institutions for the neglected
or delinquent.

**Source: NCES, Private Schools in American Education; 1981.

***Source: NCES, '1A Comparison of Selected Characteristics of
Private and Public Schools," mimeographed, June 1982.
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students attended private schools, whereasin Western 'nonmetro-

pOlitan districts, less than 3 percent of all elementary and

secondary stalTnts- were enrolled in private schools. Similar

differences were evident in rionputlicstuden%participation'in

Title I. That is, in, Nottheastern central cities, 11%5 percent

of the Title I students were in nonpublic schools, whereas in
's

'Southern and Western'areas, only 1.5 percent of the Title I

participants attended nonpublic schpols. (See Table 9-3.)

Selection of Nonpublic School Students

Both Title I, ESEA and Chapter 1, ECIA stipulate that,

within a district, e
b

eligible attendance

participate in the

s
ucationally deptived children residing in

'5 jl

reas should have the same opportunity to

program idhethei they attend public'or non-
.

public schools. Thus, the DPS asked TitleI Directors how they
'

determined whether nonpublic schools within their districts had

students living in Title I areas. Specific questions included
o

how they determined which nonpublic schools to contact, in what

manner the contact was Made, and how nonpublic students were
a

-4'

chosen to receive the. Title I services. The'ylArere also asked

whether these procedures had changes over the last three years.

Almost one-fifth of the Title .I Directors in districts'

serving nonpublic students said they contacted only the nonpublic
o.

schools located' within Title I 'attendance areas; an equal -per-

centage contacted all the nonpublic schools within the distrqt

boundaries, usually because

variance prbvision (

34

the district makes use of the no wide

Table 9-4). Fifteen percent of the.Titl

9?1.15 3 0
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TABLE 9-3

PERCENT.OF NONPUBLI;, ELEMENTAR

METROPOLITAN STATUS:: TOT

Northeast

Nonpublic,Nonpublic.
Enroll' -' Title I
ment as as a

a Percent Percent

Central
city

Urban
fringe

Nonthetro-

politan .

Regional
average

20.3

10.3

7.1

12.5

4 11.5

8.3

4.5.

9.7

CONDARY-BNROLLMENT BY REGION AND
AND TITLE I ENROLLMENTS

'North Central- 9 South

Nonpublic Nonpublib Nonpublic Nonpublic
Enroll- Title I Enroll- Title I
ment as as.a ment as as'a
a. Percent %Percent a Percent Percent

17.3 6.8 12.4 2.0

12.5 5.0 9.4 * 3.3

. .

6./ 4.5 4.2 1.5

11.5 5.8 7.8 .

West

Nonpublic Nonpublic
Enroll- Title I.
ment as as a

a Percent Percent

4

14.0 5.7

7.1 2
a

2.8. 1.5

7.9 3.3

at.

*Source: NCES, Conditions of Education: 1981 Edition, p. 62, ichopil year 1979-80.

'**Source: Title I District Practices Study,. 1981r82.school var.

h
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TABLE 9-4
,

PROCEDURES USED BY TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTi TO DETARMINh
WHETHER NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS HAD STUDENTS WHO LIVED 4

IN TITLE I SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS

/ \
).

Questionnaire was sent to a4nonpublic

1 ;t
. lZ

schools located in or near t e district

Percent of
Districts
Reporting
Use of this
Oroceddre
1978-79

Questionnaire wasient to all nonpublic
schools locat d in this district

Questionnair was sent to all nonpublic
schools in- Title I attendance areas in ,

this distFict

QUestionnaire was sent to only those
SChools where there wereL,thought to be
Title T eligible studentst

Phone 'calls were made to all nonpublic
schools located in or near this district

Phone calls were made, to all nonpublic
schools located infTitle I attendance .

areasNin this district'

ContactS Were' made to all nonpublic
schbolS located in Title I attendance
areas rain this distridt;

Contacts were made with diocesan or
central, office of nonpublic schools
instilis district

Information was used ilrom existing files

_ Other procedures

13*

18

7

16

22

10

(445)**

(.,
Percent of
Districts
Reporting
Use of this, 9
Procedure
1981-82

O

13*

9

10

8

8

16 *

21

12

(445)
0

r
*Perceptages in this, column do not total- to 100 percent since
more-than one response to the question was permitted.

. 4 I ,,,,,,

**Number in parentheses below line in this and all subsequent
tables is the number of respondents to this item.'

.
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I Directors used a list or directory of nonpublic schools,
0 .

often compiled by the'state educational agency [SEA], to
. 4 ,

determine which schools' to contact: Anoth463.5 percent reported

that nonpublic schools with eligible Title%I students initiated

contact with the district.
a

Of the districts offering Title I services to nonpublic'

students, 34.percent reperYted using multiple methods to contact

'nonpublic schools. These included telephone, written, and

in-person contacts (visits or meetings).$ Most of'the Title I

Directors (54 percent) reported using only one of the previously

mentioned means of contact, with correspondence being the most

frt.g e Ir.used method (3'O percent).. Other Aiported means of

contact were sending an annual.survey to Apnpublic officials and
V

publishing information about Title I in lopal newspapers..1

_In most (74 percent) of these diAricts, the nonpublic .

school provided a list of students and/or Iddresses, and the

diktrict.either determined' student eligibility or cross-checked

decisions made by nonpublic officials. In 21 percent of the

distriAts, nonpublib officials determined which nonpublic

students resided in Title I attendance areas. Most districts (95

percent) reported ho change 'in last three,years in their

procedures for determining whether nonpublic schools had students .

who lived in Title I attendance areas.

Districts were also asked about their procedures for

selecting nonpublic Title I students. Fifty-one percent reported

that they used only standardized tests results for both public

07
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1

and nonpublic school students

percent response tio4.i similar

Study (Wang, 1978,-p. 21-2) .

.411

. This is a
I

question i4

decline from the 65

the SustainingsEffects

Other factors, in descending order,

mentioned by the other districts included teacher judgment qE4

percpnt), previous ;participation in the .Title I program. (45 A

petcent), limited.LEnglisli proficiency (37 perdent), handicapping.

conditions (2q percent), and,a studenesfpotenti'al for suddess,

(22 percent).* I

In interviews, over half (53 percent) -of .the Title I

Directors indicated they used the same standardized tests and
J

cutoff scores or' criteria for both public andlnOnpublic school

students. Seveny.een percent of these Directors reported that the

nonpublic Apol students were tested with different sta'hdarhized

achievement measures and the remaining Directors re rted some-
,

whatdifferent procedures for selecting. students for testing or

weighing offactors for selecting nonpublic school students.

These Title I Directors were also asked to describe the

procedures used to assess the needs of students in nonpublic

schools'. Sixty-one pecent of the Directors said that they used.

the same process for public and nonpublic students, 23 percent'

reported an essentially different needs assessment process for

nonpublic students, and the remaining Direct6rs indicated a

similar, but not identical, needs assessment process (e.g.,

common criteria but different procedures).

*Percentages total to more than 100 percent since more than one
response to the question was permitted.

t
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The District Practices Study wanted to discern why ,:eligible

nonpublic students were not being served- 1ocal'school district
4

Title I. programs. 'Totnswer this.quettion, attempts were_made-, at

the 20 Case study sites to ihterview at.least one Principal ofsa

nonpublic school in'a high poverty'area but witA'no students ,

participating in the Title I program. The results of these

inquiries, however, were inconclusive. Sixty-three percent of

the nonpublic Pri'ncipals without Title I ser;ed'studerits in the

1981-82 school year who'were interviewed did have students parti-
tv

cipating in previous years. Most of these Principals expressed

satisfaction with the services their previously Title I eligible

stuaentst had received'and hoped to regain services in subsequent

years for eligible students. These students had lost their eli

gibility because of demographic shifts within the'district or .

because they did not meet the .low- achievement criteria during the

1981-82 school year. Indepen nt schools, even in poverty areas,.

often had admissions standards that resulted in selection of orliy

high-achieving students and thus had few, if any, Title I eligi-
,

ble students.

Only 7 of the 20 case studies found. nonpublic Principals who

had decided not to accept Title I services or had not been

informed of these services by public school officials. "The six

Principals who rejected Title I services based decision do

reasons ranging from; the beliefs ,of their denominations to the

perception that the quantity or quality of Title I services did

not justify the administratiVe encumbrances. One

9 -2030



administrator of a Bapti pported school, for examPle, ex-

pressed, his apprehension aboa ptiblic funds for private schools

when:he conjectured; "I don't believe the Government is capable
0

of giving money without telling you how to operate your busi-

ness)." Even in thi's small sample of six. PrinApals, .the,concern

about "stringg" associated with accepting public funds was a

persistent theme. Onc Catholic Priqpipal recalled that she had
1

onc.l.accepted Federal funds for,textbooks and the next year'she

had to "report the number of mihority teachers and' he sex of

childien on sports ,teams.','.. Another Catholic Principal in a large

_urban district refused Title I. funds because of his reservation.

about 'the p1edogogical merits of the pullout design "required by

Title 1." He also did' not have.the administrat'ive *staff to

process the paperwork and believed that Title I teachers required

more supervision than the regular teachers in his school.

TITLE I SERVICES TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS: WITHIN - DISTRICT
COMPARISONS TO SERVICES RECEIVED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS

Some Methodological' Considerations

In order t btain descriptions of Title I' services to

nonpublic students which take into account :the within-district

comparative 'standard established in Title I and Chapter 1

legislation' interview and documentary.data were collected from

both public and nonpublic school officials,. in 47 sites in

representative sample and 20 specially selected districts. For

*The .Title I legal framework did not require the use of a pullont
design although dome districts recluired the use 'of this. approach
for all Title I Programs.

9-21
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J J.
analyses within districts,, date reported by, nonpublic. officials.

on services to nonpublic :Title I students' were compared to

similar data collected from public school officials on services

to public school students..

The reader," however, should be cautioned against. strictly

interpreting these compaixisons as represeni.idamational trends
./

for at least three reasons.. First, although the representative

site visits were composed of nationally representative districts,

only 47 of these districts Offered services to nonpubli school

students. Second, while 'the sample was selected -to offer a

nationally representative portrayal of local Title I district

practices,4e subsample of these districts offering services to-

nonpublic students may not have been entirely representativeof

the districts offering Tite I services-to such students since

this silbsatple was not drawn from the universe of districts

strving, nonpublic students. Third, perbons.interviewed in the

nonpubliC schools were not selected randomly. Considerations

gqh as staff availability and dependence on public school
0

offidials to make contacts with nonpublic scb6.91s precluded a

random, selection of nonpublic school officials.

Summary of Findings

In assessing the Title I service&received by nonpublic
.

students, it is .important to remember that the Title I

laton required districts to take into account the special

educational needs Of nonpublic schoolchil n. The House Report

accompanying the 1978 Title.I Amendments expressed the view that

these needs could be quite different, frown those of public school

9-.
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children (H.R. Rep. 1137, 95th Cong. 2d Sesse, p. 32 (1978). In

practice, however, Title I Directors reported that-patterns of

instructional services rarely differed within a district for

nonpublic and public school students 'in terms of grade levels

served, subjects offered, or delivery model used (inclass vs.

pullout). Only 9 percent -of the-mail questionnaire districts

offering services to nonpublic school students reported any such

differences. Case study data suggest that when services dif-

fered, su differences were often attributable to constitutional

Considerations or other organizational factors. For instance,

the presence of religious symbols in regular nonpublic classrooms

resulted in the use of only,a pullout design for nonpublic school

students in one district, even though an inclass approach was

used for most of its public school students. Another district's

nonpublic school students did not receive Title I math services

because its Title I math curriculum did not match that of the

Catholic schools attended by Title I eligible students. When

grade level differences were observed; they normally reflected

the grade level groupings of each sector.

Intensity of Services

Three factors were used to compare, within districts, the

intensity of Title I services for nonpublic and public school

students: amount of weekly services, class size, and, pupil-to-

instructor ratio. Nonpublic school students received 2.63 hours

of Title I instruction per week, on average. Their public school

counterparts, on the other hand, spent an average of 4.0 hours a

week in Title I (see Table 9-5). Nonpublic students, then, spent

9-23 312



one-third less time receiving Title 'I services than their public

school counterparts during a typical week. The case study'data'

suggest that two factors most often lead to less time in Title I

for nonpublic students: ,(1) shorter class periOds in nonpublic

schools; especially in those having religion classes, and (2) the

. -

instructional time lost when the itinerant nonpublic-Title I

instructors traveled between schools during a class' day.

The average number of students in nonpublic Title I classes

was 6.4 compared to 9'.8,in.public schools. The smaller Title I

class size in nonpublic schools (34 percent smaller), however,

should he viewd in light of differential staffing patterns

observed in public and nonpublic Title I classrooms.

Quality of Services

Public Title'I classes were often staffed with a certified

teacher and an aide. Since staffing patterns were often deter-
.

mined by the number of,eligible Title I students at a school,

most nonpublic Title I schools qualified for only one part-time

or full-time teacher. l'ilkhe pupil-to-instructor ratio was quite

low for both public (4.5 to 1) and nonpublic (3.8 to 1) Title I

classes.

The Title I instructors assigned to teach nonpublic school

students and those teaching public school students had taught, on

average, the same number of years in the Title.I program, 5.5

years. These Title I instructors were most likely to be certi-

fied teachers than instructional aides for both nonpublic and

public school students; however, nonpublic school students were

9-24
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even more likely to have .been taught by a certified teacher

rather than a instructional aide (see Table 9-5). A common

finding of case studies was -Opt, since there was less oppor-
,

tunity, for public officials,tosupervis instructors in the

nonpublic Title I classes, certified teachers were preferable for

ensuring quality instruction.

Most Principals- in both public and nonpublic schools were

Satisfied with the Title I. instructional staff\orking in their
,

-buildings (see Table 9-5). More ncnpublL6 school Principals,

however, registered some discontent over their present Title I

staff than did public school Principals (16 percent vs. 7 per-,

cent).

The prevalence of the pullout _design for TitleoI instruction

can create the potential fo scheduling and other logistical pro-

blems for the regular classroom teacher. Almost one-fourth of

the public school classroom teachers reported such problems; 20

percent of the nonpublic teachers registered similar coMplaints.

The classroom teachers in thenonpublic school reported

meeting slightly more frequently with the Title I instructors

than did their public school counterparts. For example,' 70

percent of the nonpublic Title.I instructors vs. 59 percent of -

the public Title'I teachers reported meeting at least once every/
1

other week. Such interactions were,usually informal. Their

of nonpublic schools and the greater homogeneity of,staff in

these schools:
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TABLE 9-5
0

TITLE I SERVICES TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS

Weekly Amount of Title I Instruction (Title I instructors--for
p4Olic school students (87); for nonpublic school students (38))*

X Length of
Title I Class X No.
Period in Timesk Minutes/ HourS/
Minutes . Week Week Week

Public 52 4.6 = 239.2 = 3.99
Nonpublic'37.5 4.2 = 157.5 2.63

Class Size ,and Pupil -to- Instructor Ratio (Title I instructors- -
for public school students (89); for nonpublic school students
(38))

What is/the average nuMber'of students served in'a Title'I
class?

Pubs-1. c. ,= 9.8

Nonpublic )1" = 6.4
e

On average,'-how many Title I staff members work with Title I
students?

Public Nonpublic

X Number of teachers 1.2 1.1

)7 Number of aides 1.0 4 .6,

Instructor Experienes and Qualifications (Title I instructor- -
for public school students (90); for nonpublic school students,'
(38))

How long, have you worked in Title I?

Public )7 = 5.5 years
4

NonpublicR s Years

*The category and number of respondents are indicated within the
parentheses. Public school officials provided data for public
school students; nonpublic_ school, officials or Title I inetruc,
tors teaching nonpublic students-usually provided information on
nonpublic students' servicelit

)N 31.5



TABLE 9-5 (cont.)

From whomido most students receive their
tion?'

Percent of
regular class-
room teachers
for public
school students

Certified teacher 70
e

Teaching aide/other 30

Title I instruc-

Percent of
regular class-
-foam teachers
for nonpublic
school students

77

23

(89)* (43)

Does this school have the kind 'of Title I
want?

Yes

No

Percent of
public school
Principals

92

7

instructors you

Percent of
nonpublic
Principals

.84

16

school'

(94) (43)
. /

*Coordination of Title I Instruction with the Regular School
Curriculum

Did you'have.any problem in teaching the Title I students or
the rest of the class because of the way Title I instruction was
arranged (i.e., scheduling, location)?

Yes

No

Percent of Percent of
classroom classroom
to chers for', teachers for

public school nonpublic school
stu ents" -students.

24 20 -----1

76

(85)

*N for each response is in parenthesis.

9 -i7 316
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TABLE 9-5 (Cont.)

On average, how often do you meet with the regular classroom
teacher to coordinate instruction?

4

Percent of '

Vit16 I
instructors

Percent of
Title *I
instructors

for public
school students

for public
school students

Daily 17 22

Once or twice a week 42 48

Once or twice a Month 22 19

Less than every other
month

9 5'

.33

(88)* (38)

ci

*N for each response is in parentheses.
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Location of Services.

Both the Sustaining Effec s StUdy (.school year 1976C/7) and

the District Practices Sttdy (school year 1981-82) asked dis-*

trict-level Title I officials abopt the location of Title I

instruction for 'nonpublic school students. Differences between

these two studies in sample design (i.e., grades 1-6 for SES vs,

Pre K-12 for DPS) and_, response categories, as well as small

sample sizes, preclude. definitive generalization about cross-time

trends; however, it is worth comparing the data from these two

studies.

As indidated in Table 9-6, 91 percent ,of 'the Title I dis-

tricts in the SES sample reported' serving nonpublic school stu-

dents at a ncinppbfic school; only 83 percent of the DPS mail

questionnaire districts reported serving nonpublic students in

'nonpublic schools. On the other hand, only 10 percent of the

districts in the SES sample indicated providing services to

Title I nonpublic students in public schools in comparison to 16

percent of the distrAlts in the' DPS sample. 46

In approximately 22 percent of the districts in the DPS mail

questionnaire sample, some portion of the'nonpublic students

:received their Title I instructition,at a. place other than the

nonpublic schoo15:they attended during the regular school year.

The aliernative site was most frequently the public school, but

this public school site was usually used for nonpublic students'

receipt of remedial' summer school instruction. In at least four

states, however, at least 11W of the Title I diitricts served

9-29 318 ,



TABLE 9-6

SITE OF DISTRICT DELIVERY OF l'ITLE I) SERVICES
TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS: A COMPARISON OF DATA FROM
THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS AND DISTRICT PRACTICES STUDIES

Percent of Districts*

SES (1976-77)** .DPS (1981-82),C

At nonpublic schools 91 83

At public schools 1 10

In mobile vans

At neutral sites

Other 3

(98?

16

2

0

(114)

*Percentages do not total to 1004percent since more than one
response to the queition was permitted.

**Source: Wang, Ming-mei, et al.* "Table 3-31: Site of District
Delivery-of Services to Students Attending Non-public Schools
(Based on 98 Title I Districts), The Nature and ReciPients of
Compensatory Education, Report #5, Sustaining Effects, Study
(Santa Monica, CA: System Development Cbrporation), 1978; p. 68.
The SES atbdy used the site categories of "At 'non-public. school,"
"Public elementary sgbool," "Mobile facility," and "Site other
than school including community center."
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nonAblic Title I students in the public school during the reg-

ular school term. This was usually motivated by constitutions,

laws, or legal interpretations that prohibited public school

staff from teaching in the nonpublic schools.-

Distridts rarely used neutral sites or mobile vans to accom-.

modate these state-imposed restrictions. Nationwide, four per -.

cent of the districts served at least some of their nonbublic

Title I students at neutral sites and even fever districts (two

percent) used mobile vans.

In discussing where nonpublic.school students received

Title I services, special attention must b paid to Missouri and.

Virginia, which served, most nonpublic school children in Title 7
u

programs under the bypass provision. In these two states, local

districts are effectively prohibited from serving eligible non-

public students because .of state constitutional prohibitions.

-Thus, Title I services were ,provided through an independent,con- _

tractor in each of these states rather than, through local school

districts.,

According to U.S. Department of Education figures, 3,452

nonpublic school students in tviissc-iriand-7,3-4-n-onpubl-ic-school

students in Virginia received Title I services in the 1979-80

school year, reprernting 2.2 percent of the toeal Title I

nonpubra school,students (ED, 1982). Nationwide,43.6 percent of

all Title I students were enrolled. in nonpublic schools Suring,

that school year. Missouri's percent of nonpublic Title I stu-

dents (3.9 percent) was slightly above this national average,
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whereas Virginia's less than ona percent (.7 percerit) was sig-

nificantly lower than the national average.,

Several factors contributed to the lower number and per-

centage of nonpublic Title I students in Virginia. The total

private elementary/secondary enrollment in Missouri was 40 per-

cent larger, than in Virginia in 1980 (130,302 vs. 76,084) even

though total elementary/secondary enrollments (public and pri-
.

vete) in these two states were 'roughly.coMparable (974,950 vs.

1,086,455, respectively). 'In addition, while over three-

quarters (76.1 percent) of the elementary/secondary private

school students in. Missouri attended Catholic_ schools, less than

one-third (30.3 percent) of.Virginia's nonpublic elementary/

secondary students were enrolled in Catholic schools (NCES, 1982,

pp. 7 and 8). A preponderance of Virginia's nonpublic etudents %

attended either religiously affiliated lhools with policies of

not accepting Federal funds and or nonaffiliated private schools'

selecting students with average or,obove average academic

achievement.

According to U.S. Department of Education data, nonpublic

school student enrollment in the Title I program inc cased 26

percent between school years 1976 =77 and r979-80:--During the

same four-year-period, Virginia's nonpublic school student. '

enrollment jumped. from 35 to 734 students. National nonpublic

school student enrollment in Title .I increased only by 4 percent

during rind ,(ED, .1982).

4.4
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THE QUESTION OF "EQUAL EXPENDITURES"

Both Title I and Chapter 1 require that a district's Title I

expenditure for,eligible nonpublic students "shall be equal" to

that received by their public school counterparts, taking into

account the number of eligible children and their special edu-

cational nee b

Neither law nor regulations, however, require that districts

record or report per pupil expenditures or disaggregate expendi-
:

tures according to public and nonpublic enrollments. Thus, per-

pupil expenditure data aVe difficult to collect from districts:

Even when available; such figures are difficult to'interpret,-in

part becatise districts use widely varying accounting methods and

costing assumptions due to variances of cost-of-living standards.

Breakiklg down per ,pupil estimates into public and nonpublic per

pupil expenditures further confounds analyses and-interpreta-

tions.

Given the emphasis of the Title I and Chapter 1 requirements

on per pupil expenditures, but considering the attendant metho-

dological problems, the DPS attempted to collect per pupil '

expenditUre estimates for public and nonpublic students only at

20 case study sites. Thus, from the start these budget data

likely reflected the biases associated with the nomination cri-

teria (discussed in the methodology section of this chapter).

Expenditure data were obtained from 1.6 of the 20, districts.

However, the methods used to derive these estimates varied .

widely. Three of these districts kept detailed, separate records

322
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for their public and nonpublic expenditures. Even in these

districts, no attempt had been made to determine overheadcosts

such as the preparation of the_ budget, application, and evalu-

ation, for public and nonpublic school .stuotnts. Most district4

without these separate public and nonpublic accounts derived

estimates through various expenditure models`. Still others made

only "best guess estimates'. "* Thus, the data should be inter-
.

preted cautiously.

The data, despite their limitationsEresult from a syqem-

atic process to collect participation and expenditure data for

public and nonpublic comparisons within districts. Table 9-7

portrays the 4Verse patterns of participationoand funding of

nonpublic students. To protect the district's identity, district.

names are not presented; however, a three-part Aascriptor identi-.

fies the district by its geographical region, metropolitan

status, and total enrollment. The districts are ranked by the

ratio of nonpublic to public per pupil expenditure within a dis-
, /

trict (Column VIII). An estimated value of 1.0 for this factor

would indicate parity between nonpublic and public expenditures;

lesb than, 1.0, a lower estimate fornonpublic per pupil expendi-

tures; greater than 1.0, a higher per pbpil.expenditure estimate

for nonpublic students.

*Upon completion of a preliminaryanalysis of the participant and
expenditure data from. these sites, folloy-tlp phone calls were
made to some of the visited sites to cheek particularly high or
lbw estimates of per pupil expenditure.
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Among the 16 districts, the nonpublic per pupil expenditure

factor ranged from 1.8'/ (District 1) to a low of .27 (District

16). That is, in District 1, nonpublic students received 87 per-

cent more Title I funds, on average, than thbir-public school

counterparts. On the other hand, nonpublic Title I students in

District 16 received about one-fourth of the dollars received by

public school Title I students, on average.- Overall, districts

with smaller Title I budgets (less than $90,000) tended to have

lower nonpublic per pupil expenditure ratios.

The dominant aspect of the array is the diversity both of

nonpublic/public ion patterns and of participation levels.

For instance, 1 out c- ...,ery 4 Title I students in District 13

was a nonpublic student,. whereas only 1 out of 100 Title I parti-:

cipants attended a nonpublic school in District 6. Even though

this district had the lowest nonpublic participation level, its

estimated nonpublic per pupil expenditure factor shows an almost

equal expenditure, on average, between nori.Jublic and public

school students.

In order to determine if districts had changed the propor-

tion of their Title I budget spent on nonpublic students, Title I

Directors.were asked about any changes in their allocation of

Title I resources between 1978 and 1981. About 9 percent of the

Directors reported an increase of at least 10.yercent; on the

other hand,'8 percent reported a decline of this magnitude. The

preponderance of districts offering Title I services to nonpublic



students reported' less than a 1p pdeoe4 change in either
ti

direction (see Table 9-8).

The Title i /Chapter. 1 legal,framework does not contain. pro-

visions requiring districts to report expenditures disaggregated

by public and nonpublic schools. Even if districts kept records

permitting within - district public and nonpublic per pupil cost

comparisons, other factors would confound assessments of whether

nonpublic students were receiving their fair Aare of the I

buffget, -accdrding to the legislative yardstick. The legislatipn

specifies that, in addition to the number of students, districts
; .

should consider the special needs of nonpublic students, which .

conceivably 'could be quite different from the needs of public

school students within a district.

To determine the extent to which nonpublic school students'

needs were being taken into account in designing Title f' pro-

grams, nonpublic school Principals in the case study sample with

students served by Title I were asked (1) whether nonpubliC

officials provided substantive input ihto decisions about student

selection criteria, grads: served, program design model used

(e.g., pullout vs. inclass), and which subjects were emphasized

in the Title I program and (2) whether their comments made much

of a difference in the 'kinds of services nonpublic students
.

received. Just over one half of the nonpublic Principa 54

percent) had any say over student selection criteria and about

one-quarter (27 pecent) influenced which subjects were empha-

sized (27 percent).

9 -38'.



TABLE 9 -8

PERCENT OF TITLE I DIRECTORS REPORTING CHANGES IN THE. LEVEL OF TITLE I SERVICES TO
NONPUBLIC STUDENTS IN RELATION TO TOTAL SERVICES Bi/PWEEN 1978 AND 1981

.Percent of
Small

Districts

Percent of.
Medium

Districts

Percent of
Large

Districts

Percent of
Total<

Districts

Changed less than 10% 42 39 62 48

Increased, by at least 10% 7.7 21 9

Decreased by at:least 10% 9 14. El

No Title I program for
nonpublic students

50 52 3 35

(88)

*These percentages when compared to other data from the study suggest that some districts
without Title 1 programs for nonpublic students probably indicated a change of less than
10 percent for this question.

3°
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Nonpublic dioceses or districts with staff who insisteeon

having some say irirthese matters were more than twice a's.likely

to have a different mix of services from those in the public

school Title I program. In-general, however, reluctance, indif-

ference, or resignation abort these matters reigned among non-
,

Public school administrators. One nun's observation, "We're just

glad to get the help we do," reflected a prevalent attitude in

visited sites.

The main complaints of nonpublic school officials had less

to do with the level of seryices provided than with the proceises

or 'rules governing such decisions. High on nonpublic school
,

officials' complaint list was the statutory prohibition against

providing services to nonpublic students living outside Title I #7.

attendance areas (29 percent of nonpublic Principals inter-

viewed) . Paperwork and other administrative-burdens were 4lso a

frequent,source of nonpublic school officials' dissatisfaction
0

with Title I (21percent of the nonpublic-Principals inter-

vie
k
ed). The most prevalent complaint lodged against local,

Title I administrators was that they ki:d not involve nonpublic

adMinistrators'in key prograth design, staffing, or'allocation

decisions (32 percent of nonpublic Principals interviewed).;

On the other hand, almost three-fourths (72 per -cent) of the

'nonpublic Principals interviewed saw a benefit in the program's

focus on providing supplementary services to students Darthest-

behind in school. Over half of the rinpublic Principals (56

percent) felt that the special design features of the program

/
9-40
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(e.g.', qualified qaff, sma1,1 group or individual instruction,
. ,

i

remedial materials). contributed td increased academic progress

for studentsserved by Title I.

SUMMARY

From a national perspective, the overall participation level

of,nonpublic school students over the last our years has, at

best, been in a steady state, although several indicators point

to a relative marginal decline in nonpublic students' access to

Title I services. For example, when viewing changes in Title I

onpublic and public enrollments in light of overall nonpublic e

and public enrollment patterns between 1976 and 1980, the non-

public participation rate in Title I increased by less than 6
4

percent, while public participation in Title I increased by '.

r almost 18'percent during,that period. _Also; the proportion of

Title I districts serving nonpublid students :.siding in Title I

attendance areas declined from 59 percent in 1978 to 56 percent

in 1981..

At least three, factors appear to be closely associated with

the participation level of nonpublic students in the Title'I

program: overall nonpublic' enrollment patteims, district size,

and states' constitutions and laws. Also, both philosophical

". (e.g., separation of church and state) and practi2Ca1f (e.g.,; too

much paperwork) reason :4 were given by nonpublic Principals who

close not to participate'in Title I. Hower, data from this

study are not sufficient to completely explain why some eligible

nonpublic students are not receiving Title I services,.

__
9-41
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For nonpublic school students receiving Title I services,

several patterns emerged frbm within-distKict analyses of

District Practices Study data concerning the intensity, quality,

and location of their services: '(1) their Title classes,were

shorter; .(2) their 'class size was smaller; (3) their Title I.

instruction might be \better coorclOated with their regular

classes; (4) their puill-to-instructor ratio was slightly lower;

(5) the Title I instructors of nonpublic Title I students had, on

average, the same amount of teaching experience as their public

school counterparts, and nonpublic school students were even more

likely than. public school students to be taught by a certified

'teacher rather than an instructional aide; and (6) while most

nonpublic students received Title I Aervices in their nonpublic

schools, more than one -fifth of the-diAtricts served some portion

of their nonpublic students at another location.

Nonpublic students residiFig states with constitutional or

legal limitations for serving nonpublic students,,and not in one

of the two bypass states, were likely to have less comparable

services than nonpublic students residing in states without such

rulings. In a sizeable number of: these distriOts, nonpublic stu-

dents were taught outside the nonpublic schools, most frequently

in the public schools.



CHAPTER 10

LOCAL TITLE I EVALUATION
AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

GUIDING QUESTIONS-AND-HIGHLIGHTS-OF-STUDY- FINDINGS

Local Title I evaluation and technical. assistance were not

thoroughly investigated by the District Practices Study because

several recent studies havelclosely examined these areas. At the

same time, the DPS did ask local Title I personnel about"evalua-'

tions and technical assistance, and the specific questions that

guided that inquiry together with related findihgs are high-

lighted below.

H valUable are re uireelevaluations to local
TteIDirectors

oPd

In an open - ended question, 15 percent of Title I
Directors said that evuation requirements Should
be kept to ensure that "the essence of the program
is not lost."

- Seven percent of Title I Directors ranked evalu-
ation, testing, and needs assessment among the best,.
features of the 1978 le a; five percent ranked them
among" the worst feature. .

How burdensome and necessary are Title I evaluations?

- Title I Dire_ tors rank. evaluation as relatively
burdensome b,'t eJx relatively necessary to the
management of the 1.,,mgvam.

How useful are Title I evaluations to local decision-'
makers?

- Overall, larger districts seemed to find Title I
evaluations more useful than smaller districts.

- Directors ranked evaluations as fourth in importance
(behind funding levels, teachers' or Principals'
recommendations, and needs assessments) for making
changes in the number of children served at each
grade level.

1

3 3 5-
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- Wien ive percent of those Directors who changed
the relative emphasis placedon different subject
areas reported that evaluation results influenced
their decisions.

- Eighty-six percent of those making changes in Title I
curriculum found evaluations to be helpful.

How much help do states and Technical Assistance
Centers give to local school districts on evaluation?

- Sixty-four percent of the Title I Directors who
received assistance from state officials received
help with their Title I evaluations.

- Twenty-six percent of Title I Directors mentioned.
that Tedhnical Assistance Centers were helpful in
meeting evaluation requirements.

336
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INTRODUCTION
.1

After a short review of the legislative history of evalua:-

tion in Title I and Chapter 1, the study's findings on evaluation

are presented. The findin s are grouped into four topics: gen-
.

erai comments on 'the value f evaluation, the burden of evalua-

tion, uses of evaluation res lts, and interactions with state

Title I offices, and Technic a!1 Assistance Centers [TACs].

SUMMARY OF LEGAL,REQUIREMENTS

Evaluation requirements have been part of Title I since the
`).

original version of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in.

1965. At that time, the law required local projects to ensure

that "effectille procedures, including provisions for appropriate
IL

objective. measurements ofleducation, will be adopted for evalu-
1 /2 0

4
ation at east nnually-Of the effectiveness of the programs in

meeting the ial educational, needs of educationally deprived

children" (P.L. 89-10, §205).
.

)s, Debate over the 1974 Amendments to ESEA revealed some con-

gressional interest in increasing the specificity of the evalu-

ation requirements so that the, results of more uniform local

evaluations could be aggregated .at the state and national levels.

This led the U.S. Office of Education to develop and disseminate
--

a set of models for acceptable local evaluations and to set up a

network offeTedhnical Assistance Centers to help the states and

districts with evaluation.

In 1978, Title f regulations required districts to use one

of the models. Districts were required to. assess every 3 years

10-3
337



the gains made by Title I students'over at least a 12 month
NN

period. In addition, the 1978 Amendmentsgrequired for the first

time that evaluation results be used.in local program planning:

Chapter 1 of ECIA retained the spirit of former evaluation

requirements, although much of the detail has been removed from

the law and regulations. Local projects must te evaluated, the

evaluations must include objective measures of achievement in the

basic *kills, and gains over periods of more than one year must

be measured.

REPORT OF FINDINGS

General Comments on the Value of Evaluation

Since the 1978 Amendments imposed a fairly elaborate set of\

401,

evaluation requirements on school districts, information on the,

perceived necessity and value of local evaluation is of interest.

The general verdict froM Title I Directors was positive, although

they were quite aware of the demands that the requirements placed

on them.

Several open - ended, questions in the representative inter-

views and mail questionnaires elicited mention of evaluation as a.

valued part of the Title I legal framework. Table 10-1 shows

that 15 percent of the 100 Title'I.Directors interviewed sar

that evaluation requirements should be kept in place "so that the

essence of the program is not lost." Table 10-2 shows that some

Directors ranked evaluation (including testing and needs assess-
,

meat) fifth among the "best features of the 1978 Title I law and

regulations," excluding from the rankings the very general

10-4
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TABLE 0--=1

PERCEIVED REQUIREMENTS NEEDED TO
KEEP THE ESSENCE TITLE I

Percent*.

Keep student selection guidelines (e g.,
selection of those in greatest need) 68-

Keep using poverty measures to deter
eligible attendance areas: and school

Keep supplement-not-supplant and'excess
costs provisions

ine

Keep DAC/SAC or its equivalent

Keep evaluation requirements

Keep Title I categorical,

Keep accountability provisions

i

V

eep piograms focused on basic skills

Keep comparability requirements

Keep noninstructional duties provision

1-)h

eep local control and flexibility

0 er-=e.g., keep SEA Monitoring, keep
application procedures (all less than 5 %)

44

30

29

15

13

12

9

7

5

17

( 96)**

*Data are based on representative interviews with 100.Title I
Directors: Percentages in this column dq, not total to 100 per-
cent since more than one response to the questidh was permitted.

,

**The number in parentheses below the:line In this and all sub-
sequent tables is the number of respondents.to this item.
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TABLE 0-2

PERe-E-IATED-BES-T--AND_WOBST FEATURES OF THE 1978
LAW AND REGULATIONS

Best-Features

Provides funds/servi!ces for disadvantaged
students

'Provisions for selecting eligible school
attendance areas and students

' Funds allocation provisions (e'.g., supplement-.
not-supplant, comparability)-

RequirOments concerning School and District
Advisory Councils

Paperwork problem reddced

.Evaluation/testing/needs assessment

Requirements provide sufficient flekibility
to meet needs'.

Others--e:g., no pest feature; .individualized
instruction:(all less than 3%)

Declining dollars

Requikementsconcerning Schooland District Advisory
Councils 23

Red tape /paperwork 20

ComparaSility. .7

Regulations need more flexibility -6

School and student selection requirements 5

Percent*

37

8

8

8

7

7

5

21

06)
-Worst Features

.s

23

Evaluation/testing 5

, supplement-not-supplant and excess costs 4

Maintenance of effort 3

Others-7e.g., too many requirements,-too much state
control of problems with SEA (all less than 4%)
3 .

22

. (961)

-i*Petantages do not total to 100 percent since more than one
respGase to the question 70-permitted.
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comments about providing funds and services-for disadvantaged

.

children. A smaller percentage of Directors (5 percent) ranked.

evaluation requirements among the "worst features" of the'law and

regulations.

Burden and.Necessity

To'provide further information on opinions about evaltiation

and- other requirements, Title I Dii-ectors responding to the Mail

questionnaire were asked to rate the burden and the importanceof

the major provisions of the 1978 law. They ranked eachon-scales1;-

from 1 to 10 .with 1 representing the most butdensome and the, most

.necessary provisions and,10 the least burdensome and least neces-

Sary provisions. 'Table 10-3 shows that Title I DirectOrs ranked

- e 4
evaluation.,requirements high on both scales. That Is, Directors

believed that evaluations were important for-attaining-the objec-
,

tives of Title I programs despite the burden and paperwork

p..
involved in complying with the requirement.

Examining these findins more closely reveals that burden

and necessity of evaluation differed for districts of,different
t

siie. As one might expect, compliance with evaluation require-

ments was Mdst burdensome for small districts kbee Table 10-4):

In such dietriCts, which had fewer than 2500 children; the

responsibility for meeting Title ,I evaluation'requiremerits.often
.

fell to the Title I Director. TheTitle I Directors, Principals,.

and Title I teachers in these districtS often spent proportion--

ately moreitime on evaluation than did their counterparts in

larger districts. In addition,. Directors in small districts
, A

10 -7
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TABLE 103

BURDEN AND NECESSITY RATINGS OF TITLE I LEGAL
AND REGULATORY PROVISIONS

Ranking-and selecting students

Evaluation proceures
1

Ranking and selecting project areas

Necessity*

_1.7

3.5

4.2

Burden*

5.2

4.2

6.1
I.--

Adequate size, scope; and quality
provisions 4.8 6.3

Parent involvement 5.5 3.8

_Supplement-not-supplant provisions 5.5 5.5

Maintenance of effort provisions 6.5. 5.5,-

Comparability provisions 7.3 . 5.0

Excess costs requirements 7.5 5.9

Complaint resolution procedures 7.7 s. 6,4

*Provisions were ranked from 1 to 10 on necessity and burden with
1 being most necessary anc1 most burdensome.



TABLE 10-4

PERCEIVED BURDEN AND NECESSITY'OF.TITLE I EVALUATION
REQUIREMENTS IN SMALL, MEDIUM, AND LARGE DISTRICTS

Small

District Size*

LargeMedium

'Necessity** 3.4 3.6 3.9

Burden** 4.0 4.6 4.6

Director's
time spent
on evaluation 13W 11% 11 %.

(742) (602) (315)

*Small districts had fewer than 2,500 children; medium districts
had between 2,'500 and 9,99.9 children; large districts had at
least 10,000 children.

**Title I legal and regulatory provisions, including evaluation,
were ranked from 1 to 10 on necessity and burden.

10-9
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often had non-Title I responsibilities. In some districts, they

were Principals of Title I,scinools or' even Title I teachers. The

burden of evaluation requirements appeared to be less in the-view

of Directors in large;: districts, where they might have employed

professional evaluators to assume much of the burden of Title I

evaluation. Somewhat unexpectedly, despite the relatively

greater burden and time rP-gired for evaluations in small dis-

tricts, Title I Directors in smaller districts reported that

Title.I evaluations were relatively more important to accom-

plishing their program goals.

Uses of Evaluation Results

Data from the District Practices Study permitted an assess-

ment of the extent to which evaluation results were used in local

program planning. Again, the findings were generally positive.

The results of local evaluations often played a significant role

in program decisions, although-surveys of opinion within the

district tended to be somewhat rippre important in reaching these

decisions and funding levels generally exercised the greatest

influence.

One type of program decision influenced by evaluation

results was the amount of service provided at each grade level.

Thirty-three percent of districts had changed the distribution of

services among grades. In districts reporting such changes,

Title I Directors ranked changes in Title I funding levels as the

dominant reason, but results of formal Title I program evalu-

ations ranked fourth, behind teachers' or Principals' recommen-



dations and data from formal needs surveys (see Table 10-5).

When asked specifically about the reasons for serving secondary.
4

school students, Title I Directors gave the use of formal data an,

even higher relative ranking, although it should be" noted that

this response category included needs assessments as well as

evaluations' (see Table 10-6).

Twenty-two peicent of the districts changed the relative*

emphasis placed on different subject areas(e.g., reading, mathe7

matics, language arts). Of those districts, about one-quarter
.

reported that evaluation resu 'lts were a factor in the decision.

Again, as Table 10-7 shows, funding levels, needs surveys, and

teachers' or Principals' recommendations ranked ahead of evalu-

ation.

Title 'I Directors also reported that evaluation results

helped them make changes in Title I staffing and curriculut.

Table 10-8 shows that evaluations were less important'in making

staff changes than for changing curriculum. Thirty percent of

the districts making significant staff changes found evaluations

to be very important. tathough many fewer 'districts made major

changes in their Title I curriculums,-evaluatlons-appeared-to be

more helpful in making these decisions than in making staffing

changes. Eighty-six percent ofthose that made curriculum alter-

ations found evaluation results to be at least somewhat helpful.. '

Regarding the specific curriculum chamge'to increase or decrease

the use of the pullout design in Title I classrooms, 56 percent

of the districts changing their emphasis on pullout found evalu-

ation results to be useful.

A
140-11,
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TABLE 10-5

REASONS FOR CHANGING TITLE I SERVICES TO GRADES

Reasons Percent*

Changes in Title I funding level 50

Data from formal needs surveys 30,

Teachers' or Principals' recommendations 30

Results of formal Title I program evaluations 25

Demographic changes 20

New state mandate:3_0r emphases .16

New district mandates or educational philosophy 15

Changes in other local programs 14

Informal assessments of program performance 13

Other . 11

(145)

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted. 1A maximum
of five reasons for change was included for each district."
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TABLE 10-6

REASONS 'WHY DISTRICTS DECIDED TO
HAVE TITLE I SERVICES ABOVE .ELEMENTARY GRADES

Reasons Percent*

Formal data (needs assessments, evaluation,
-tests)

. .

Serve as many needy students as possible

Had the money available

Have always done it; decision made long ago

1

31
T

20

19

19

To provide continuity of service 15

Parents wanted it 14

School personnel wanted it 12

Emphasis of state Title I office 12

Informal judgment 12

Grade span of schools (grades 1-8)1 11

District office staff wanted it 8
A

Institution of minimum competency requirements 8

Other--e.g., school board decision, demographic
changes (all less than 5%) 12

(65)

*Based on data from. repr entative site interviews. Percentages
in this coluMh do not total to 100 percent since more than one
response to the .question was permitted.
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TABLE 10-7

REASONS FOR CHANGES IN EMPHASIS
IN TITLE I SUBJECT AREAS

Reasons Percent*

Changes in Title I funding 44

Data from formal needs surveys 41

Teachers' or Principals' recommendations 38

Results of formal Title I program evaluations 27

Parents' recommendations

New state mandates or emphases 24

New district mandates or educational philosophy 20

Informal assessments of program performance. 18

Changes in other local programs 14

Demographic changes 4

Other 3

(95)

*Data are based on responses to the mail guestioziaire. Percent-,
ages in this column do not total to 100 percent since more than
one tesponse to the question was permitted.
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TABLE 108

IMPORTANCE `OF EVALUATION RESULTS FOR
MAKING CHANGES IN TITLE

STAFF AND CURRICULUM

Percent of Districts Indicating Importance
Of Evaluation Results

.Very
Important

Type of.
Change

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

Title,I staff' 16 14 70

Title I
curriculum 53 33 13

Both staff and
curriculdm 35 26 38

4
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Evidence on how districts use Title I evaluations bearg out

Directors' comMents on the overall importance of evaluation:

requirements. In the aggregate, 3.9percentuof all districts

reported that evaluation results helped them make decisions about

changes in services to grates, Title I subjects, Title I staff-
.

ing, Title I curriculum, or some combination of these Title I
7

components.

It is also noteworthy that the use of evalt a ion results

seemed to vary across districts with different dharacteristics.

One important difference was whether districts experienced

Title I budget increases or decreases between 1978 and 1982. One

might argde that more difficult decisions must be made during

periods of decline than when budgets increase. As, districts

reduced services to Title I children, dropped services to some

Title I schdols, and laid off Title I teachers, local admini-

strators would turn to evaluations and other "objective" data to

help them make hard decisions, or so the argument goes. Others

would maintain that in times of retrenchment, decisions become

more "political," and evaluations are less useful. "Ale District

--Practices- St-udy---provided- no-unequ-. ivec al-e v-i de n ce-on--e i-ther-s e

of this issue, but Table 10-9 reports some tantalizing results.

Districts experiencing budget decreases of 10 percent or more and

districts with level funding (which indicates real decline

because of inflation) seemed to have found evaluation results

somewhat more useful than districts with Title I budgets that

increased by 10 percent or more between 1978 and 1982'. However,.

the differences are slight (7 percentage points)..
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TABLE 109

USE OF TITLE I EVALUATIONS IN DISTRICTS
"WITH DIFFERENT BUDGET CHANGES
BETWEEN 1978-79 AND 1981-82

Decreased
-.By At Least
10 Percent

Budget Change

Little or
No Change

Increased .

By At Least
10 Percent

Yes 42% 41% 35%

No 58% 59% 65%

.(1i4) 151) *(179)

4

4

.
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Another interesting finding is the use of Title I evalu-

ations in districts of different size.. Table 10-10 shows that

large districts (with at least 10,000 children)- were most likely,

to use evaluations to help them make Title I decisions. Small

districts reported using evaluations less than either'medium or./ ,

large districts. This finding makes some sense when one recalls

that large districts tare more able to afford professional evalu-

ators, who can assist Directors and others in using evaluation,

results. Smaller districts may strive only to comply with

evaluation requirements and may find results less useful over-,

all.

This is, of course, somewhat at odds with the Linding that.

small districts (more than medium and large districts) reporttd

evaluation requirements to be necessary to accomplish the pur*

poses of Title I. One possibility is that small districts used

evaluations more to justify their participation in Title I,

whereas medium and especially large

to be more useful in ,snaking Title I

I

districts found. sevaluatiOns

program decisions. ,Another

explanation is that s me small districts may have confused ter-
'

-minology and incldded.student selection aocedures in what they

4
termed evaluation.

Interactions With State Title I Offices and TACs

) Since. the congiessional mandate in the 1978 Amendments

included the state and Federal obligation to monitor and hielp

districts with their evaluations, it is worth disdussing

what monitoring and assistance Directors reported in the area of

10-18



Yes

No

TABLE 10 -10

USE OF TITLE I EVALUATIONS IN
SMALL, MEDIUM, AND. LARGE DISTRICTS

District Size

Small v Medium %Large

35% 42% .494

65% 58% 51%

(196) 11/4157) (91)

at



eva]uationt -nily evaluatiofi was seldom a bone of conten-

tion when states reviewed local Title I applications. Less than

2 percent of districts reported that theirstate Title I offices

objected to the eiraluation segment of their Title I applications.

.
However, this is an area in which state regulations and policies

were sometimes perceived to be more restrictive than those of the

Federal government (although i,t should be noted that only,a small

percentage of directors found any state regulations or policies

more restrictive). Seventeen percent of districts reported that

some state policy or regulation was more restrictive thamFederal

Title I regulations, and 7 percent of Title'I Directors speci-

fically said that their state :s evaluation policies were more

restrictive than Federal regulations. Table'10--ll, which lists

results from states with at least three districts responding,
. -

Shows that 'there. can be significant difference of opinion within

states about the SE4's added restrictions.

Districts also reported that state Title I offices were

.helpful in developing and improving local Title I, evaluations.

Nearly 70 percent of districts said that SEAs had helped them in

some, way. Of thdt group of districts, 64 percentsaid'that

SEAs helped with their evaluations . Again, -Table -1-0-1:2--i-ndl,_..

cater, Title I Directors in the same state sometimes differed in
sr

their :views df the SEA's helpfulness with evaluation.

Another major source of help in performing Title I evalua-

tions is the Title I Technical Assistance Centers ETACs]. Pre-

viously located in 10 regions of the country, the TACs were

io-29
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TABLE 10-11 T,

TITLE I DIRECTORS' PERCEPTIONS OF ADDED
RESTRICTIONS STATE TITLE DEVALUATION POLICIES*

-State Rules Are More Restrictive:

State

ti

Yes

. -

No

a

0..

A

1

2I

3

5

6

7

8

9

7.

1

0

2

4

1

8
. .

-2

1

6

2

3

5

3

4

2

2

7

I

A

*Results are only reported for states with three or ,more disL
tricts responding to the question.
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TABLE 10-12

LOCAL TITLE I DIRECTORS' PERCEPTIONS OF STATES'
HELPFULNESS IN MEETING EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS*

State

States Help:

Yes No

1

2

3

4
5

6
7

6.

11
5

6

6
2

4

1

10
2

3

, .6
6

2

S 6 1

9 3 3

10' 6 9

.11 5 3

12 4 2

13' 3 3

14 4 7

15 11 10

16 11 5

17 4 1

18 4 2

19 '9 2

20 5 0
21 5 2

22 10 6

23 5 2

24 4 3

25 5 0
26 5 1

't

*Results' are only reported for states with five or more dtitricts

responding to the question.
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mandated to assist states and local districts in implementing

and using Title I evaluations.- Twenty-six percent of districts

reported that TACs were helpful in administering their Title I

programs. Thus TAC personnel rank only behind state Title I

officials in helping districts with their evaluations. Despite

the favorable response toward the TACs, opinions about TACs'

usefulness varied among types of-districts and across regions.

As Table 10-13 shows, Title I Directors in medium and large

districts perceived TACs to be more helpful than Directors in

small districts.

Table 10-14 indicates that districts ir different regions

viewed the helpfulness of TACs differently. Although there

might have been extenuating-circumstances, it appears that Some

TACs were viewed more positively than others. For example, 51

percent of districts in Region III, which included 'some mid-,

Atlantic states and Virginia, reported that the TAC in their

region helped them with evaluations. At the other end of the

scale, only 6 percent of the districts in Region VII cited the

TAC as helpful.

SUMMARY

Findings from this studPindicate that. evaluation in Title I

was largely living up to the intentions of its advocates: it was

called a worthwhile function by local Tit'a I Directors; it was

used (although it was not the moot critical factor) in making
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Size

TABLE 10-13

PERCENT OF SMALL, MEDIUM, AND LARGE
DISTRICTS REPORTING THAT TACs WERE HELPFUL

Percent Indicating TAC Was Helpful:

Yes NO

Small 19 81 195

a

Medium 34 66 '157

Large 29 71 90

TABLE 10-14

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS IN EACH
REGION REPORTING THAT TACs WERE HELPFUL

Percent Indicating TAC Was Helpful:

Region Yes No

I 32 68 38

II 26 74 39

III 51 49 39

IV 44 56 48

V 15 85 92

VI 30 70 61--

VII 6 94 34

VIII 27 -73 26

IX 14 86 44

X 33 67 21



local program decisions; and technical assistance for evaluation

was available. The following reviews the findings:

Title I Directoi's often rated evaluation as "neces-
sary" or "crucial" to achieving the program's goals.

Directors also considered evaluation "burdensome," and
some judged it "unproductive."

The results of local evaluations often played a signi-
ficant role in local program decisions, although sur-
veys of opinion within the-district tended to play a
larger role still. Evaluation was of some importance
in decisions about grade levels to be served, subjects
to be emphasized, staffing, curriculum,, and the use of
pullout designs.

Title I Directors in-districts experiencing level
funding or budget decreases seemed to find evaluation
results somewhat more useful.

Compared to their counterparts ir. smaller districts,
Title I.:Directors in larger districts found evaluations
more useful.

'Although some Directors believed their states' regu-
lations or policies on evaluation were stricter than
those of the Federal government, the states rarely
criticized local evaluation designs iii reviewing appli-
cations.

State Title I offices often helped districts with their
evaluations. (This may help account for the finding
above; the states may have offered enough assistance to
forestall possibl' oblems before local applications
were submitted.)

The Technical Assistance Centers were another Source of
help, although some TACs were viewed as more helpful
than others, and larger districts found the TAC assis-
tance more useful than smaller ones..
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APPENDIX

STUDY DESIGN FOR PHASES I AND II

INTRODUCTION

This appendix presents an overview of the study design for

Phases I and II of the Title I District Practices Study. It is

intended to make clear the various sources of the data that are

reported in this volume so that the reader can make informed -

judgments as to the validity of findings and analyses. The fol-

lowing sections summarize the development of the objectives of

the study, describe the sampling design utilized, give a chro-

nology of the instrument development and field testing, and

describe the data collection procedures. These sections are

supplemented with other materials to help the reader interpret

the analyses that were conducted. Readers interested in research

methodology and the logistics of data collection will also find

this material informative.

DEVELOPMENT OF STUDY OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGIES

Several activities were initiated immediately after contract

award in an effort to refine the study's objectives and the

research questions that'the study was intended to address. Con-

gressional officials were interviewed and documents were reviewed.

to gather the available information on program implementation and

the likely effects of the new legislation and regulations. An
.

Advisory Panel was, established to review and refine study objec-

tives. Research questions were developed based on this input and

related to appropriate data collection methodologies. In the



following sections of this chapter, each of these steps is

discussed in more detail.

Document Review

iiiThe first major task undertaken during the Tit I District

Practices Study [DPS] was a review of relevant background

A

mate 'als. The review was performed as a precondition to the
e

' ref in of study objectives and subsequent development cf

instrumentation. Documents reviewed included the following:

Pre-1978 Title I statutes and regulations

A
The Title I law' (p.L. 95-561 and the technical amend-
ments, P.L. 96-46)

The General Education-Provisions Act and the. EDGAR
regulations

The Conference, Report (H.R. Report Number 95-1753)

The House Report (H.R. Report Number 95-1137)

The Senate Report (S. Report Number'95-856)

House and Senate Hearings preceding reauthorizat,z ca ti
Title I

3

Reports submitted to Congress from the Nation -1 .roati-
tute of Education [NIE] Compensatory Education St't:dy
(e.g., Evaluating Compensatory Education: An ntilA?
Report on the NIEEcoEtTE±Ltlary Education Stud

IeryIsatorEducationistrationofca; Title I

Allocation: The Current Formula; Demonstxation tudies
of Funds Allocation TiFbicts; The Effects o Ser-
-vices-on-Student-Develowent;-Using-Achievemen Test
Scores to Allocate Title i Funds)

Both ssz..s of proposed Title I regulations (June 29,
1979 ,Iqd June 11, 1980)-

-
,

A.complete set of the reports from the Title I Legal
Standards Proj,ItA und.rtaken for NIE by the Lawyers'
Committee for Civil 1Lghts under Law

Reports prepared by other NIE contractors for the Com-
pensatury Education Study (e.g., The Instructional
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Dimensions Study; A Comparative Analysis of ESEA,
Title I.Administration in Eight States; Title r LSe,A
Sub - county Allocation Study)

Analyses of Title I undertaken since the 1978 4),nd-
ments (e.g., A Policy Maker's Guide to Title .I r11 the
,Elementary and Secondary Education Act and Itu kela-
tionshi to State and Local Special Programs; The
Office of Education Administers Changes in a s. staw:

Agency Response to Title I, ESEA Amendments of 1978;
An Analysis of the Impact f the. Proposed Reoirr=
zation and Consolidati emonstration Pro'ec (S.
Report Number 1780 on Ti le I of the ElermIta::11E1
Secondary Act of 1965)

As an integral part of this review, we used te7Aual compari-

sons of the existing law, 'regulations, and legislatw.1history

Title I.

Advisory Panel

The second major task wne the formation of an Advisory

anel. The Title I UPS Advisory Panel consisted of 18 members.

Four of the persons were from state education agencies,, nine were

from school districts, and five were from researm organizations

or universities. Advisory Panel members were:

Elise Ax
Clark County School District
Las Vegas, Nevada

Lillian Barna
San Jose Unified School
6i.strict
-di-, Jose, California

Rosie Doughty
University City Public Schools
University. City, Missouri

Richard Duffy
U.S. Catholic Conference
Washington, DC.

William Grant
State Board of Education
Springfield, Illinois

Clarence Morris
Arkansas Department of Education
Little Rock Arkansas

Cynthia Pear:of:k
Benson,. North Carolina

Leonel Rosales.
Brownsville Indeendent School

Brownsville, Texas

Paul Rost
Albuquerque School District
Albuquerque, New Mexico

Jim sanders
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan
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Paul Hill
The. Rand Corporation
Washington, D.C.

Mary Kennedy
The Huron Institute
Cambridge, Massachusettis

Michaer Kirst
Stanford University
Stanford, California

Louis Monacel
Detroit Public Schools,
Detroit, Michigan

Barbara Wylder
School District 81
Spokane, Washington

Eugene Ymiolek
Hillsboro County School District
Tampa, Florida

Robert Marley Phil Zarlengo
North Carolina Department of Rhode Island Department of

Instruction Education
Raleigh, North Carolina Providence, Rhode Island

The first meeting of the Advisory Panel was convened on

January 22-23, 1981. Substantial guidance was received regarding

policy issues andquestions that the study should address.. The

Advisory Panel also met on January 28-29, 1982 to review-prelimi-

nary findings, to discuss possible special report topics, and to

consider any follow-up to initial data collection activities. A

third Advisory Panel meeting took place June 17-18, 1982 to

review study findings, provide feedback on the study reports, and-

give g,,: dance for Phase III of the study.

Refinement of Study Objectives and Research Questions

A third major preliminary activity was the r'efinement of

study objectives. Research questions for the DPS were developed

and continually refined throughout Phase I of the study. Initial

refinement was based upon review of relevant literature and

legislation. Subsequent refinement occurred through conversa-

tions with organizations active in Title I legislative delibera-

tions and informal contacts with colleagues in the field.



In November 1980, interviews were conducted with 24-persons

in the Title I program office, theU.Ss. Department of Education's

[ED] Office of Planning and Budget,-and the'SchoOl Finance Pro-

ject. -These interviews provided critical information for identi-

fying the predominant concerns of program managemedthand fdr iso-

lating key local management issues.

rn December 1980, interviews were conducted with10'per-

sons in ED's Office of. Legislation, the Office of the Assistant

Secretary for-Nonpublic Education, and the National Advisory

Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children. These inter-

views further clarified likely reauthorization issues as well as

aided in the refinement of study objectives and research ques-

tions.

In January 1981, eight secondary, nonpublic, and school-
,.

wide projects were visited in order to further familiarize pro-

ject staff with Title I issues at the district level. Research

'questions and preliminary instruments were examined' and subse-

quently refined to capture the expected impacts of Chapter 1 of

the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act [ECIA] of 1981.

This, final refinement of the content of data collection instru-

ments enabled the study to gather certain baseline data for cm--

orisons between the existing Title I law and similax_provisions-

in ECIA, the extent of Title I Directors' knowledge of ECIA, and

their initial reactions to the. Act's relative strengths and

shortcomings.

The fundamental goal of this study was to provide policy-

makeis with systematic descriptions and analyses to inform their
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decisions concerning the regulatory or statutory cha ges intended

to improve compensatory educatiOn services' funded by the Federal .

government for educationally deprived children. The two refined

study objectiVes were:

To describe how local school districts implemented
Title I, ESEA under the 1978 legal framework as a
baseline_ depiction for comparisons to lOcal implemen-
11:.ation under Chapter 1, ECIA

To document local educators' rationales for program
decisions, their perceptions of the problems and bene-
fits of existing Title I requirements, their
assessments of expected effectsrof ChaPter. 1, ECIA oh
school districts' implementation of.Ti le I

The focus of the first study objective shifted from an
I

emphasis on assessing the impacts of the 1978 Am coendments 'n local
I

implementation to describing program operationslunder the 1978

legal framework as a baseline for comparing lod
a
1 operation of

Title I under Chapter 1, ECIA. In certain are of special

interest, however, data were collected to, permit Comparisons of

tl,e periods prior to and after the implementation of the 1978

Amendments.. These areas of special interest included 'administra-

tive reporting and paperwork burden, attendance area -and'student
_

selection procedures, and types of services provided with Title I

funds. Additional areas covered for cross-time comparisons

incibded basic -descriptive-information-about the number. of

schools and students served, grade level and subject area empha-

ses, and funds allocation decisions.

The second research objective was also/ refined to reflect

the current policy context. The study provides detailed

A -6
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assessments from. local administrators of the expected effects of

Chapter 1, ECIA requirements on local practices.

The two study objectivesdiffer primarily in their focus,

but cover similar substance. The first study objective seeks to

uncover the more objective detailing of current activities at the

district level. The second study objective focuses more on the

subjective perceptions of key school, officials, their rationales,

for making specific program decisions, the problems and benefits

of existing provisions, and the practices they expect school dis-

tricts to implement under ECIA over the next several years.

Relating Research Questions to Data Collection Methodologies

The research questions for each study objective are pre

sented in Figure A-1. ,Three categories of data were required to

address these research questiods:
, .

,

Data describing current district practices

Retrospective data for cross-time comparisons (school
years 1978-79 to 1981-82) .k

/
o Prospective data for assessing the possible effec ts of

legislative and fiscal changes

The specific current practices described elsewhere in this

report are summarized under/Research Qcestions 1-3 ior study

Objective I. They include, for instance, school and student tar-

geting procedures, procedures for complying with fiscal manage-

ment requirements, program det:Lgn and staffing patterns, and par-

ticipation data. A part of thi. description'relates (through

statistical and qualitative azAcyses) the current practices pro-

cedures, and participation data to other district characteristics

367
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FIGURE A-41

STUDY OBJECTIVES AND RESEARCH tiUESTIONS_.
if .

,

.

STUDY OBJECTIVE I: To describe how local schcol distriCts 'implement Title I, ESEA

Ir
under the 1978 legal framework as a baselinejilepictiOn for
cOmparisbn with local implementation under Chapter 1, ECM,

3
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. What is the current incidence of a broad range of Titre I practices in school'
did4icts thrOughout the country? TheseATitle I practices concern:

,

a Targeting of Title I
)

fundsto certain attendance areas or schools
:.

Identification and selection of Title I students

Fiscal managethent,requirements

Program design and staffing patterns

o Parental involVement, especially, in thee planning, implementation, and
evaluation of, Title I projects

Coordination aMong'plgrams
-

2..
i

Tlbat amount and kind of Title -I services are provided to nonpublic school
students and have these,changed since 1978?

3. How do state and Federal requirements and activities affect the management and

1
reporting.practices of local school distficts operating Title I programs?
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STUDY OBJECTIVE II:

FIGURE A-1 (cont.)

To document local educators' rationales for program decisions,
their perceptions of the problems and benefitr of existing
Title I requirements, and their assessments of expected effects of
Chapter 1, ECIA on school districts' implementation of Title I

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. In the following specific areas, why did school districts choose their prese
policies and practices and not others? What do local officials perceive ar
major problems and benefits of these procedures?

Targeting of Title I funds to certain attendance areas or schools

Identification and selection of Title I students

Fiscal management requirements
kr)

Program deSign and staffing patterns

Parent involvement, especially in the planning, implementation, and
evaluation of. Title I projects

Coordination among programs

2. According to public and nonpublic school officials, why did school districts
choose their present policies and practices and not others for nonpublic
involvement? What do they perceive as the major problems and benefits of these
procedures? What changes. do they believe should be made?

3. That are local program directors' perceptions of strengths and weaknesses in
state management practices?

4.- What changes do school district officials expect under ECIA and for which
requirements do local program administrators seek additional clarification? \
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such as enrollment, grades served, geographic location, size of

budget, or state influence variables.

Cross-time analyses (1978-79 to 1981-82) involve statistical

comparisons of grade levels served, subject areas emphasized, and

district level allocation priorities (instructional, auxiliary,

and administrative expenditures). The rationales for and the

possible determinants of these observed trends are also assessed.

In a more prospective vein, the study collected data which

shed light on the anticipated effects of legislative changes in

C!-,apter 1, ECIA and on fiscal cutbacks to Title I. Although

local programs under Chapter 1, ECIA were first implemented in

the 1982-83 school year, key interviewees were queried in the

.198_t1-82 school year about the possible effects of changes in ECIA

in their districts, provisions in the new law for which further

clarifications might be useful, and assessments of the strengths

and weaknesses of the new law.

Four methods of collecting data were employed, each designed

to produce a greater depth of understanding of the issues under

study. The broadest coverage was provided by a mail survey sent

to more than 2,000 school districts. This survey used fixed

alternative responses and asked for data on the frequency of-

events and counts of participants. This instrument would permit,

for example, a description of changes in the allocation of Title

I funds across budget categories and allow these dhanges to be

related to changes in program characteristics. However, the

findings from this instrument would not inform policymakers about

372
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the decision-making process that led to the changes, nor indicate

the rationale(s) supporting the decisions that were made. These

could be very important in predicting.the consequences of further

changes in legislation ur funding levels.

To provide this infoi7mation, a sample of 100 districts was

visited for the purpose of conducting in-depth structured inter-

views that probed the t5ecision-making process and its ration-,

ale(s). These data provided rich descriptive detail about the

deciSion-making process that buttressed the findings from the

survey. The interview instruments touched the same areas as the

mail surveys, but provided more opportunities for the respondents

to answer in their own terms rather than make forced choices.

Instructions to the interviewers to probe for details ensured

that complete responses were obtained.

Even this methodology would not provide fully sufficient

data about the nature of all administrative practices, however.

There were some areas in which there was too little prior gui-

dance in the form of earlier studies or other information for us

to know with certainty what line of inquiry would be most fi-uit'=

ful. To gather information about these areas, and to provide

validation of the other methods 'of data collection, case studies

(2 data c,Ilectors on-site for one week) were conducted using our

most expe-ienced staff to obtain as complete a description as

possible cf the,functioning of the Title I program in 20

districts.

A-11
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In addition, 20 districts were visited for two days to

obtain greater detail about the operation of Title I programs for

nonpublic students. This data collection effort was moio struc-

tured than the case studies of administrative practices, ',tit

required that the data collectors follow-up arbiguous leads and

probe sensitively for details. Taken together,. these four data

collection strategies provided the study with the breadth and

depth of coverage to support the findings and resulted in tie

highest quality of information for policymakers.

SAMPLING DESIGN FOR THE STUDY'S THREE SAMPLES

Three samplers were selected for the Title I District Prac-

tices Study. The first sample, c3nsisting of 2,205 Title I

Directors in representative school districts, received a mail

questionnaire. The second sample consisted of 100 representative

school districts that we...re visited by project staff (the inter-
.

view sample). The third sample consisted of 40 school districts

where special purpose case Studies were conducted to examine (1) '

'nonpublic involvement in Title I and (2) local administration of

Title I.

Mail Questionnaire Sample

The sampling, frame for the mail questionnaire was con--

structed using the Market Data Retrieval [MDR] tape, which con -.

tained the most comprehensive (100 percent coverage Of public

school districts) andmost current (updated to .September 1980)

listing of-school districts.
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Three stratification variables were employed for catego-

rizing school districts prior to selection: district size, dis-

trict location, and Orshansky poverty level.

Three5Categories for district size were employed: fewer

than 2,500 students (small); 2,500T-9,999 Students (medium); and

10,000 or more students (large). Our strategy_was to optimize

the design by allocating sample sizes to each of three size

categories to ecivaliie the variance of the estimates ;,el-ived from

each of the separate size groups. Larger sample sizes -,2ze used

for the two smallest size categories to offset the effe.

smaller sampling fractions in these strata. The final ,.z*vie

size for the small stratum was 915; for the, medium stratum, 745;

and for the large stratum, 380.school districts. In addition, we

selected with certainty the 60 largest districts in the United

States.

Within each of the three district size groUpings, school

districts were categorized along an urbanicity dimension as cen-

tral city, urban fringe, or nonmetroi.._itan districts. Districts

were also separated into one of thrice categories uslLg the third

stratification variable, the Orshansky poverty level: districts

with 25 percent or more of students "Delow the poverty lev?.1., dis-

tricts with 12-24 percent of students below the poverty level,

and districts with fewer than 12 percent of students below the

poverty. level.

Since not all school districts have Title I programs, sample

size was augmented to reflect expected proportions in each size
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stratum of districts with Title I programs.* The overall selec-

tion process resulted in the selection of 2,305 school district J.

From this pool, 100 school districts with Title I programs were

selected systematically for the interview sample, leaving 2,205

school districts for the mail questionnaire sample (see T.,Ible

A-1). Of these remaining districts, 149 did not have Title I

programs.

This resulted in a'sampling frame of 2,056 Title I school

districts for the mail questionnaire sample. The. final response

rate from Title I districts receiving -a mail. qUestionnalre-was--..

87.2 percent, resulting in an actual respondent sample sizr, of

1,793. schoci districts.

Interview Sample.

A sample of 100 school districts was chosen from the otgi-

nal pool of 2,305 described in the previous section. These 100. .

edstricts were selected with probability methods so as to result

roughly equal numbers in each of the groupings. Interviews

were conducted with the district's Title I Director,. Coordinator

of Instruction, Special Education Director, and the BilinguiA/ESL

in each of these districts which employed such adminis-

trators on a full or part-time basis. The chairperson of the

District Advisory Council and at least one member of a School

Advisory Council were also interviewed in each district in this

*Sample sizes were augmented based upon data from a fast
response survey of "School Districts Participating in Multiple
Federal Programs" published by NCES (Fast ResponseSurvey Report
No. 7) in 1979.
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TABLE A-1.

SAMPLE SELECTION. AND STRATIFICATION BY DISTRICT SIZE
FOR THE MAIL SURVEY AND INTERVIEW SAMPLES

District Size
Stratum

Number of Districts
From MDR Tape

Sample
Selection

Augmented
Sample

Interview
Sample

Mail Survey.

Sample

Small (fewer than 2,500
students)

'11,396 . 915 1,089 31 1,058

Medium (2,500-9,999
students)

. 3,182 745 760 33 727

Large (10,000+ students) 620 380 - 396 11 385
)--,

0 Certainty (Among 60 largest
districts)

60 '60 60 25 '35

TOTAL 15,258. .2,100 2,305 100
. 2,205

377 378



sample. Depending on the size of the district and the time allo-
0

cated to a specific visit, at least two Title I schools were also

visited. School visits entailed interviews with the Principal,
S

one Title I instructor, and one regular classroom teacher. Both

teachera were randomly selected.

Sample for Case Studies on Local Administration

Selection of the districts for the local administration case

studies was based primarily on the questions we intended to exam-
4).

ine in the case studies. The three substantive issues we wished

to explore in these case studies were:

Interactions between district and school-level per-
sonnel in the implementation of Title I projects

Effects of changing resoprces on local administration
of Title .I

Effects of multiple categorical programs on district
and school administration of Title I

To maximize the information obtained about these issues, we

used a two-stage strategy to seledt sites. First,-states were

identified based on the following criteria:

Percentage decline in Title I allocations from 1980-81
to 1981-82

State per pupil expenditures for the handicapped

Experts' recommendations on states' handicapped effort

Existence of funded state bilingual programs

Existence of funded state compensatory education
programs

Experts' estimates of the state educational agency
[SEA] control of, or involvement in, local Title I
administration

37 a

A-16



The second stage, involved purposi 'iely sampling school dis-

tricts from selected states based on the following criteria:

SEA recommendations

Ratio of 198l-82 funds alloCations to 1980-81 alloca-
tions

Number of handicapped children served
;

Number of limitedEnglish-proficient [LEP] children
served

Number of minority ,childrem

Total students .7

Number of schools

The last two criteria--number Of students and number of

,.

schools--resulted more from practical concerns than from substan-

tive issues. Most of the sites selected for our special case

studies were districtsw with medium ;or large enrollments (20,000

to 50,000 students). We believed that districts of this size

would yield richer data about local Title I administration than

smaller districts in which distriqt-school interactions were less

complex. Moreover, it was feasible to do a case study of a dis-

trict of this size in one week - -the time we had allocated; it

would have Keen difficult to obt in comprehensive descriptions of

extremely large districts in tha amount of time. Thus, we

believe that our two-stage purpopive sampling plan provided us

1with 20 sites with a high probability of yielding important

information on district-school administration of Title I and that

were of a manageable size for one-week site visits.



Sample for Case Studies on Nonpublic Involvement

Twenty districts were selected as sites for case studies

examining nonpublic involvement in Title I. These districts were

recommended by a number of sources including state Title I

Coordinators, U.S. Department of Education officials, and repre-

sentatives from nonpublic education organizations. Districts

were selected on the basis of (1) broad geographical representa-

tion, (2) a range in size, and (3) reputations for a particularly

effective nonpublic involvement, problems with such participa-

tion, or unique approaches to involving nonpublic students.

Given the limited existing information on nonpublic involve-

ment in Title I, the diversity of state laws and local practices,

and the complexity of nonpublic and public interactions, deci-

sions were made on a site-by-site basis about the individuals to

be interviewed, the questions to be asked, and other forms of

data to be reported in the write-up of each cape study.

In general, however, the respondents included:

Title I Director

Nonpublic school system official

Principal from one or two nonpublic and public schools
with Title I students

Principal from one or two nonpublic schools without

Title I

The nonpublic school system officials were knowledgeable

persons from the nonpublic school sector with the highest parti-

cipation rate in the district's Title I program, usually the
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Catholic school system. However, in districts with large numbers

of non-Catholic school children in nonpublic schools, a knowl-

edgeable person from that sector was also interviewed. Princi-

pals.representing schools without Title I were selected from non-
,

public schools.in public school attendance areas with the highest

concentration of low-income families.

INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

A set of 18 instruments was developed for the DPS. Included

were four forms of the mail questionnaire; 9 interview instru-

ments that were 'used to collect data from respondents at the 100

representative school districts; and a group of intervied, instru-

ments that was employed in the special-purpose case studies. Pk

list of the instruments is presented in Figure"A-2.

These instruments were developed in consultation with offi-

cials from the ED's Planning and Evaluation Service,'' Title I pro-

gram officials, and the study's Advisory-Panel. To avoid need-

less duplication, we carefully reviewed existing data sources and

previous studies of Title I's administration. We alSo discussed

the objectives and scope of this study with program officialS and

the staff of previous Title I studies to ensure that relevant

issues were addressed in the instrumentation and 'chat cross-time

comparisons would be possible.

The study's instrumentation was initially pretested in four

districts during January 1981. Sites selected for pretests
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I. Interview Sample

A' 'Title I Director.

C6ordinator of Instructional Component

S11C.ial%Eddcation Director

BilinguWESL Diredtor

FIGURE

LIST OF INSTRUMENTS

.
DAC Chairperson/Member

SAC thairperson/Member

Principal

Title I Instructor

Regular Classroom Teacher

II.. Mail Questionnaire

Form A Core, School Selection Student Selection, Pro-
gram Design and Staffing

.

Form B Core, Parent Involvement, Instructional Services
-

Form C Core, Fiscal Management, NOnpublic Involvement

Form D. -Core, Interaction with State Title I Office,
Audits and Complaint Resolution

III. Nonpublic Case Study

Title I DireCtor

Nonpublic School System Official

Principal' of Nonpublic School with Title I Students

Principal of Nonpublic School without Title I Students

IV. Local Administration Case Study

Fieldworker Guide



.
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represented-a variety of geograOhic.locatliOns,'diStrict sizes,

and grades served. The pretests provided infermation'on:

o Feasibility of the instruments to collect the desired
data

AppropriAeness of .items to measure the desjfred phe-
nomenon

Improvements t the formatting of the instruments

Actual administration time required for purposes of
estimating respondent burden

A second round of formal pretest visits-to five districts

was conducted in late February 1981.th'at incorporated revisions

to the draft instruments based on the'first pretest. Miring, both

rounds 'of pretesting, a broad range= of local Title I officials

e g., Directors, Principals, teachers, Parent Advisory Cogncil

members) were queried to ensure that all major administrative

_issues were addressed. The pretesting also provided guidance

concerning possible relationships among state, district, and

school level variables.

Instrumentation for the Mail Questionnaire

A matrix sampling approach was utilized to reduce respondent

burden on the Title I Directors receiving the mail questionnaire. .

There was a core set of 34 items asked of all respondents. These

itemd addressed the
a

ses df the Title I legisla-

tion and were identified as crucial baseline data to inform major

policy issues: number oestudents served by grade level, number

of schools served, finncial data; and assessments-af the best

and worst features of the current law and the likely effects of

ECIA.
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The remaining pool of 103 items wasdivided into 4 groups
1 .

of conceptually related items. 14o'more than 67 questions were

contained ih any version of the questionnaire.

In addition to- the core questions, Form A of the mail ques-
,.-

tionnaire contained questions regarding three (elated subjects-- °

targeting, student elesion, and program design and 'staffing.

s'N-1

Wher. school district Official's planned their Title I programs,

they- often had to make' simultaneous decisions about the number of

schools or attendance areas. served, the number of students
+

.

receiving Title. : services in these schools, and the grade
6

level(s) and dopter. area(s) eMphasized in their Title I ppo-.
,

.
'

.
.. g

. .
.

grams. The grouping of the questions in this form of the mail
u

. .
...

questionnaire reflected those interdependent decisions` at the

local.level. In addition, Chapter 1, ECIA changes some key

.'aspects of these requirements in the Title I, ESEA law. This

group ofrespondents,.therefore, was also asked to make informed

judgmentd, about the possible effectd of.changes in the new Chap-

terter 1 law on targeting and student selection procedutes over the

next several yearg:

Form B of the mail questionnaire was composed of questions
) 0 ,

-

. %,
regarding two related subjectsparental invollYement and instrac-

.

tional services. The Title -I legislation stipulated that par-

ents', through school and Ostrict-level advisory councils, should

be involved in the design, implementation, and assessment of

Title I' programs. 'Federal pilicymakers also requested informa-
e

tion about other factors'that contributed to the instructional

u*
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'10
programs offered by schaol districts with,Title Ifunds. .By-

. grouping these two types of quegtions, we jexpecte& a more ccher-.
.

eicture of the multiple forces affecting local decision
ti

4

makers' rationales for their existing programs and chancres in

their d6cision processes. This group of respondents was also
- -

asked to reflect on how parental-involvement.might change over

NE;the next several years in their districts _under the Chapter 1.,

'.ECIA legislation which eliminates the mandatory Parent AdiSory.

'Council requirements.
'.

r,

..

Form C'cof the Mail Quest4onnaire was composedof two sets of

distinct items. The first set ,of questions dealt with fiscal

requikements such ascomp9ability and maintenance of effort..

Since the new Chapter 1, F,CIA alters these Provisions,respon-

depts in these groups made informed judgments about' possible

impacts of -these new prbvisions. The second set of questions

dealt with services to nonpublic students
- o

.
:

, .

Form D of the Mal Questionnaire contained questions on the
}/ .

. interactaor&between local school districts and the state Title I
- .

office,". as well as on.the.related topics of auditing and com-

plaint. resolution. Grouping these'sets of items provided compre-

hensive informaiori on-the state's role in application, approval,

monitoring, and technical assistance as .perceived brlocal Title

I officials, as welblas possible relationships,between percep-
t

tions anerepOrted practices in the .areas of auditing and borrt

plaint resolution.-
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Instrumentation'for adze Interview Sample

The instrumentation for the interview sample consisted.of a

nine-part package of interview'protocol (see Figure A-2). The

basic issues addressed in these interview protocols were those in

the mail qtiestionnaie however, the content .varied to reflect

the diverse perspectives, experiences, and responsibilities of
4

each respondent group. The interview also permitted probing

questions not possible in the mail questiopnaire.t Accordingly,
4

th, interview ipstruments focused on eliciting rationales for

relationships among various local'- decisions and practices'. in

.implementing Title I.
to

"- InstTumentatiori for Case Studies on Local Administration

. The instrument for .the case studies on local adMinistration

of Title I was a Fieldworker Guide, The. Fieldworker Guide was

divided into seven sections: .

e -------Envi-ronment-of -the- Title -I p.rogram

School selection and resource allocation

Student selection

,Program design

-Influence of other special programs

Influences on disArict-school interactions

'Vignette of the district Title I program
44.

Each.of the first five sections was made up of five or six gUe.-.

,tions.which the fieldworkers answered after examining Title I

documenteand-interviewing distfict pprsonnel: For each of these

questions,- the guide provided suggestions on -which documents to

0
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review, which. people to interview; and wha t t,':rategies tose to

answer the questions. Since circumstance': froM site to.

site, the precise questions fieldworkers istrict respOn- .

'dentS could not be specified in advance. case study
. 4

instrument was aimed at standardizing data 1:.ion as mych.as

possible so 'that cross-site comparisons and analyses,Would be
1

A

possible while allowing for variations .from site to site and for

detection of serendipitous findings. The fielrkers made final

decisions on documents, respondepts, and strategies based on what,

they learned about the Title I programs in the d istricts they

visited. The sixth section -- influences' on local interactions--

stated several hypotheses for the fieldworker to assess., The
W

seventh 'section asked the fieldworker fo'write_a.vignette of the

program which summarized the salient characteristios and issues

- related to Title I in that district.

Instrumentation for Case Studies on Nonpublic Involvement.
Both the mail questionnaire and representative interview

samples provided surveyinformation on participation rates of

Om.

nonpublit school Stuflents and other data describing Title I pro-'

grams for students attending nonpublic schools. To' augment these
11

4 broad descriptions, this study explored possible barriers to nom-

public school participation and ways. in which districts have

overcome thepe barriers.

In general, questions. in the nonpublic interviewprotocol

were far more open-ended than ih the,interview Sampleinstruments

and relied more extensively on probes fot each question when
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. appropriate. Other iorms of evidence examined in the nonpublic

case studies included:

Re).evant correspondence between the public.school sys-
tem Pld nonpublic schools relating to Title I

State laws pertaining to serving students in nonpublic
schools with public funds

V

°Relevant state guidelines or other technical assistance
materials on serving nonpublic school students =in the
Title-I program

b

FIELD OPERATIONS FOR REPRESENTATIVE AND SPECIAL PURPOSE SITE
VISIT SAMPLES - -

Communication with Participants

'After 100 districts. had been randomly selected for the

5Ariterview sample, a tdanned series of cmmunicationS were initi-

ated with each district and state Title I office. The nature and
°

sequencing of those comMunications-are'indicated below:

(1)-' State Title I Directors- viere phoned and informed sof the
study and of those districts within the state that had'
been W.ected for visitation.

(2) -Written verification of (1) above was provided to all
states.

-

(3) District Title.' Directors were honed and informed of
tiie study. Their voluntary participation was sought at
this time, and"general information .about the district
was requested.

(4) -Written verification of (3) above was 41.1rovided -to all

sites. 'A letter was sent to the district S4perinten-
dent, the district Title I9Coordinator/Directoz, and
the state Title I Director.

, '

(5) Phone calld were made to the Title I Director, to
arrange the dates of the scheduled visit, the schools
to be visitAg, the teachJrs to be interviewed, and
other appropriate detailth of, the .visit. These calls

.were made at least three weeks prior-to actual visits.
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(6) Written verifk6stion of all details agreed to in (5)
vas, provided to the district.

_

(7) "Introdbctory calls by interviewers to. the districts
were made two days prior to the scheduled site visit *-I
'andeserved to confirM the interview sched5le and other
data collection/travel arrangements.

(8) Thank you calls were made from Adva.nced Technology to 4

each district after the completion .of the visit.

(9) Thank you letters were sent to each district after
the completion /,of thi visit.

N Communication With' special purpose sites proceeded in much

the same fashion as desdribed above. Due to the-relatively less

structured protocols 'for the special purpose sites, however, more

attention was focused on determining the pa'rticular people to bet

interviewed at-each site. All spedial purpose sites were also
,;

sent thank you letters and additional informational material when
.

requested.
.

Selection and Training of Data Collectors
9! 4

Twelve interviewers were 'selected to. complement the perma-

nent Advanced'Technology Ti tle I staffin conducting site visits

and Case. studies. Candidates were recruited through adyertise-

ments ih newspapers and ,newsletters, contacts with other research

organizations, and suggestions offered by seyeral state and local

Title I Directors.

Over 120 applications were received as a result of the

recruitment effort. After're*viewing theie applications, senior

DPS project staff interviewed the. 40 most'bighly.qualified candi-

dates by phone. Two references were.contacted.for each candi
-

date. Based upon this series of interviews and recommendations,

A-27
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22 individuals were invited .to face-to-face interviews with pro-,

.ject staff. Twelve finalists were then selected. ,

The 12 interviewers were mailed training 'materials shortly'

after selection. A series of study questions were sent along

with the study materials to guide -the interviewers in their'pre-

paratory review. Interviewers were asked to respond to these

,questions and mail them back to Advanced Technology.' The

/responses helped identify areas which deserved morgin-depth

coverage during the formal. training.

ro*

The training agenda focused on the statutory and reguldtory

provisions of Title I and changes to these provisionsin Chap-

6
ter 1, ECIA, the use of data collection instruments, and %he

development. of enhanced interviewing skills., -.

Eith interviewer was given a training manual which contained

essential information on interviewing, tecliniques, procedures for

'recording data, confidentiality and respondent rights, field

editing'and reporting, and travel procedures-

!

Eadk interviewer was alsb given a Question-by-Question

Specifications.Manual. This manual contained the full set of

interview instruments with notes explaihing any intricacies sur-- ,

rounding individualoqubstions. Many of the annotations served tt ,

,

highlight the'siiilarities and differences between existing Title

/
I requirements' and those in ECIA. 'SticiieexPlicit canparisons

I . ,
..

.

indicated/to the,inte'rviewer those. items whidh'merited a full.

discussion-a pending changes in certain program features

affecting' implement_ atlon at the local level. These manuals were

used extensively during the training sessions., 9
4 o

4..
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The major topical areas addressed in the. training; were

targeting, student pelection, fiscal management, program design,

,
and staffing, multiple ,program issues, sa ti atteinterac on nd

. .

_ ..- .

,--

audits, knd local administration. For each of these areas, a
.. .

senior staff.member presented an introductory lecture. This
_

44

staff member then led. a demonstration role play which was fol-
.

lowed by a group review of the demonstration After the-rcloiew,
,

.

all of the interviewers participate& in role play activities.

-After these topical areas had been addressed, a detailed

discussion of each instrument was held. Individual items were

discussed using the Question-by-Question Specifications Manual as-

a guide. Role play was then,enacted,using the specific inter-

view instruments.

DATA COLLECTION

Representative Site Visits-

The interviewers visited a total of 100 school districts

receiving Title I funds. The sequencing site visits was based

primarily upon consideration of possible cost efficiencies. All

.

t e sites within a reasonable driving radius (up to 175 miles) .of

th airport nearest the initial site were scheduled so as to form

oop for car travel. By sequencing sites in this 'manner, the

interviewers returned to the same metropolitan area from which

tliy began the loop, thereby reducing unnecessary travel and

expenditures.
' .

The twelve temporary interviewers and nine rotating lierma-
I

nent project staff members forMed eight site visit teams.. Each.

4

7.
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team was assigned to one of eightregionsfor the'first three
4

weeks of site visits. For the second three weeks, each inter-

,viewer was teamed with a different person and-conducted'site

visits in a different region.` .

District visits varied in length; the average visit took two

'days to complete. The length of each isit was based upon:

Number of schools in district

School population

Program complexity.

District'preference.

The number of interviews conducted in each district also

varied. Reported below are the number of district-level inter-
-

views,ctmpleted by,respondent 'category during the representative-

site visits,:'

Respondent Number of Interviews

Title I Director

Coordinator oft'Instructional
'Component

.

Special EducationtDirector

100

91

Bilingual/ESL Director 48

DAC Chairperson .or Member 98

In each district, a number of schools were visited (in dis-

'tricts with more than one Title I school) on a stratified random

basis. If a district served Abondary or nonpublid-school stu=

2.4

dents, at lqpst one of each ok these schools'was visitea. The

0.

.`

,
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number of schools visited ranged from one to seven depending

upon:

Total. number of schools in the district

School population

SeCondary and nonpublic participation in the Title I
'program

The total number of each type of school visited was'as follows:

School Type

Elementary, .(K -6)

Secondary (7-12)

Nonpublic

Number of Interviews

182

54

40

At the schools visited, the following,personnel were inter-

0 viewed:

lok Respondent 4 Number of Interviews

_School Principal 276

Title I Instructor 276

Regular Classroom.Teacher 276

At one of the schools visited ix each district, we also

`inte'rviewedN member of.the School Advisory Council [SAC]. We

conducted a total of 74 such interviews. In 26 of these schools,

either the school did not operate a Title I SAC or the member who

was randomly selected ,was not available during the site visits.

Special Purpose Case''Study Site Visits

Case studies were conducted-in 40 special purpose sites

between November and December 1981. Twenty of the visits exam-

ined nonpublic participation in Title I programs. The-remaining
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20 visits focused on the local administration of Title I pro-

grams,

Each nonpublic site was visited for two days.. The first day

was spent conducting interviews with personnel in the districts'

central office, the participating nonpublic schools, and the non-
.

public school supervising office. The following day was spent

reviewing correspondence ,between nonpublic and public Schools,

and logs of district communication with nonpublic schools, if

they existed. In general, the first day was used for gathering

facts as,relaiea by specific individuals within the district.

The second day was spent verifying and supplementing that infor-

mation through document review, further.- discussion, and whatever

means"seemed Most appropriate within the particular district.

%.kooe, local administratian case studies were more complex and

required five days at each site. to adequately complete them. The

first/two days of these visits were structured and involved

interviews with such central office staff as the Title I Direc-

tor, the Coordinator of,Instructional Component, and the DirectOr

of Special Programs. The last three days were spent following up

any leads these discussions may have revealed which were relevant-

to questions in the case study protocol. (-,

This follow-up activity entailed further discussionS with

relevant personnel and the collection and review of documents

including correspondence, project descriptions at the individUal

'schools, agendas of meetings where instructional approaches and

student selection were discussed, rosters of students considered

A-32
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&it'. selection in Title T programs, and districts' Title I appli-

cation(s).

DATA PROCESSING

Processingcof Mail Questionnaires

To ensure. that every mail questionnaire site received a

questionnaire and no more ha' the appropriate number of follow-
er

up letters, a thorough monitoring procedure was followed.

/I

The ,mail questionnaires were returned directly to Advanced

Technology by District Title I Direcdbrs. The receipt of each

instrument was recorded in a master log, and the instruments were

grouped into batches for coding. Questionnaires were checked at

this-point in the process to ensure that all pages were present ,

c

and that there had not been any tampering with the identification

..number. Questionnaires that contained a majority of items in an

incorrect format were referred to the senior project staff.

Where possible, the senior project staff attempted to correct the

-problem with a phone call to the districts in question. Instru-

ments that were .n order were then passed on_ to the coding,Staff.

A series-of three follow-up letters were sent as appropri-, .

late, to no responding districts in an effort to secure the

greatest number of mail questionnaire returns,. Each district not

responding 'to these follow-Up letters was contacted by phone and

offered an identical Mail questionnaire if, the first sent had not

been received or if it had been misplaced.

Processing of Interview Instrumenes

When packets of interviews' were received, they were exam-

ined,- for completeness. Senior staff, for example, reviewed each
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packet; and attention was paid to ensure that sufficient detail

had been recorded for proper coding of the responses. .Irtire

interview packet was incpmplete or unclear, phohe calls were made

to the appropriate interviewer of school official. Int:erifiew.

materials were then forwarded to the coding staff.

Data Coding

Several procedures were employed to maintain a high

quality control over the coding of the study's raw data.

coding of the open-ended items.on the mail questionnaires

ipterview instruments was performed by specially trained staff

members. Categories for allLitems were developed in .advance and

covered ,a broad range of possible responses. Before the actual

data werfe received, all coders coded a series of test protocols

level of

First,

and the'

to ensure that intercoder reliability was at least 90 percent.

Training was repeated until such reliability was achieved.°

Coding frameworks were expanded Ics. necessitated by question-

naire respqnses: When pre-established. frameworks were found'

,

1,

ina4quate, new response codes were developed, approved by the

Manager for Data Anal and uniformly adopted by all coders.

-While coding was in progress°, the senior staff reviewed

coded instruments to verify their accuracy and thoroughness. Any

deficiencies discovered were brought to the attention of the

individual coder. Once all instruments had been coded, 'they were

again reviewed before, being sent to keypunching.
a

4
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' Keypunching and Data Cleaning

All refflponses were convertedvto numeric codes and then key-

punched onto magnetic tape. All punched data was verified by the

-
keypunchrs. 4

).00-
Both automated and manual' verification were performed., The

4

first step of'data verifiCation was preliminary validation,.

EASYTRIEVE software Modules verified the following item the

. raw data files for eadhtcirm type:

7V

Id entification code validityiralidation done against a
table of district codes valid for either the interview
sample instrument or the mail questionnaire

Form number validity
,

Form sequence number validity

Card .number validity -- verification of the proper
sequence and correct number of records within each set

The EASYTRIEVE modules generated error listings. Erroneous

data were checked against the'origi41 forms anel corrections were

made. At this point, the interview sample instruments and the

mail questionnaires were handled An a somewhat different manner.

The interview instruments contained a large number of vari-

ables (over 1,100 combined), but the number of cases of any one

/ form to be processed was relatively small. Therefore, for the

sake of efficiency, further validation of these instruments

employed both automated and manual means.

All interview data underwent a preliminary frequently check

onall variables using the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences [SPSS]. This rapidly identified data which fell out of

A-35
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legitimate ranges.. The instrumentsdfor thp Title I Director,

Ooordinator of Instructional CoMponent, Special Education Direc-

tor, Bilingual/ ESL Director, and Principal were then manually

validated to verify proper'skip p4tterns, .ranges, and other

requirements.

The DAC instrument, SAC instrument, Title I I tructor, and

Regular Classfoam Teacher forms were further validated using a

generalized COBOL data validator:developed for this project.

This software.perfOrmed the same type'of-yerificatIon done menus

ally on the other interview forms. Variables which fell out of

range in the SPSS verification were checked using this vaAdator.

Output froT this validation was automatically separated into'

files of=valieand'invalid data., Invalid data elements were
64

'checked. against the original forms and corrections 'werell made

where appropriate.
\

Since 1,793 mail questionnaires'ere processed, the' data

verification for these forms was entirely automated. After the
. 4

preliminary validation described earlibr, the COBOL lidator was

used to verify range and skip Batterns. The gew edits that could

not be performed by this means were perforMed through specially

written EASYTRIEVE, COBOL, SPSS, and PL/I modules.

Data that-failed the editing-procedures were handled in

several ways.. For items that ,permitted development of appropri-

ate corre tion rules (e.g., skip patterns), programs were dpvel-
.

oped that automatically modified the rejected data. For other

items; the original questionnaires and interviews were accessed

A-36
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to determine if the rejected data were due to keypunch errors; if

so, they were replaced with corrected values.

Invalid data not due to keypunch errors (including missing,

responses for items), were handled in two ways. Values for items

identified as, critical were purgued with follow-up phone calls.

If Vitas was,uhsuccessful, missing data values were inserted for

'those variables. Values for rejected data that could hot be .cor-

rected by follbw-up were maintained with documentation indicating

the'reason for rejection. Noncritical invalid data were classi-

fied. as missing without an attempted correctiQn by follow-up.

Files of cleans data were built by continually merging sub-

files.of data which were either clean from the start or whic* had

been corrected and revalidated. At the end of-the verification

-I process; there was one-file of totally valid data for.each form

type.

File Organizations'

, The data files that were. created.are accessig5le by either

. 0
the.SPSS or the Statistical Analysis System-[SAS]. SPSS was:"the

primary software package, but certain types of analyses were

available only through SAS. All- variables.and all values for a

variable were labeled. File documentation was integrated into

the data base so that when analysis files are transported to

other computer installations, relevant information about the data

6
base will be readily available.

11
Data for the interview, sample were stored so that all data

for a particular district comprised one set of computer records.
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.,
This data organization allowed comparison of responses from

different'individuals within the same district.

NATIONAL PROJECTIONS
.

The. sampling design teat was implemented for the mail survey
i.,

equalizes1Whe variance estimate for each of the size categories
. , .

.while producing overall national estimates accurate to + 2 per-

r

"ckit f the mean percent estimated. In order to obtain a

national picture of the Title I'program,Ithe data file was

weighted. This was accomplished with the use of a variable in

thetdata file called WT. ;Requesting ApSS to weight an analysis

'Is-using the variable WT causes the following weights to be applied

to each case within the appropriate size categdYies:

Enrollment
Size.

Enrollment
Size Category

Small 0-2,499..

Medium 2,500-9,999

Large 10e000+

Certainty 60 Largest Districts

Weighting
Fact'4-

1.644

631 ,

:237

.256

Analyses using the weighting factor produce an appArtt

sample size equal to the. actual number-of survey questionnaires.

returned by Title I*Directors, but reflecting a nationally repro-
,

sentative profile of the Title I prograM.

While the stratification thgt wis employed for the' mail sur-

vey sample sction reduces the variance of national estimates

considerably, this design effect is counterbalanced by the necei-

sary weighting procedures just described, producing a resultant

A-38 01.
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confidence interval that is slightly larger titan would be

obtained fibp a simple random sample of districts. We esti-

mate that approximate sampling errors for the proportions '

reported in the follOwing chapters are as/shown.in Table A-2.

TABLE A-2'

SAMPLING ERROR IN PERCENT BY SIZE OF SAMPLED
.1

REPORTED PEIMENT' BEING ESTIMATED*

Report
Percent

50

'30 or 70

20 or 80

0 or 90

ize of Sample or Group

1'00 400 250 100

3 6 7 -4 12

3 6 7 .11

2 5. 6 10

2 4 5 7

A

a

*The chances are 95 in ,100 that the value being estimated lies
within a range equal tdthe reported percent plus or minus the
number of percent points shown above.

40%
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